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Teacher educators in the academic university context 
The relationship between research-teaching integration, approaches to teaching, 
self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout 
 
Abstract 
This dissertation explored teacher educators’ research and teaching work in the 
academic university-based teacher education context. The aims were to clarify 
how the university-based teacher educators considered their roles as teachers 
and/or researchers and the nexus between their research and teaching, how they 
integrated research into teaching, and the approaches to teaching they reported 
applying. Meanwhile, how their research-teaching integration was correlated to 
their reported approaches to teaching, i.e., their intentions for teaching and the 
strategies supporting the intention, was investigated. Furthermore, how teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout (inadequacy in teacher-student inter-
action, and exhaustion and stress) predicted teacher educators’ reported ap-
proaches to teaching were examined to explain the variation of their approaches 
to teaching. A mixed-methods approach was applied. Accordingly, a question-
naire including 34 quantitative items and one qualitative open-ended question was 
used. The data were collected from Finland (n = 101) and China (n = 115) and 
were analysed in three sub-studies. 
Study I explored Finnish teacher educators’ reported roles as teachers/re-
searchers, the closeness of their research-teaching nexus, the tangible forms in 
which they integrated research into teaching, the approaches to teaching they re-
ported applying, and the relationship between them. The results revealed that 
about half of the participants reported their roles of being more as teachers than 
researchers. About 80% of them considered the nexus between their research and 
teaching to be tight. Six forms of research-teaching integration were found. The 
most frequently reported form was teaching content is based on research, fol-
lowed by teaching methods and course design are based on research, applying 
inquiry-oriented methods in teaching, acting as researchers in teacher education, 
encouraging student teachers’ involvement in research work, and a supportive 
relationship between research and teaching. Furthermore, Finnish teacher educa-
tors were identified as having three approaches to teaching: teacher educators 
with a student-focused approach to teaching; teacher educators with a dissonant 
approach to teaching; and teacher educators with a vague approach to teaching. 
However, no relationship was found between the varied approaches to teaching 
 
and teacher educators’ reported teacher/researcher role, their research-teaching 
closeness, or research-teaching integration. 
Study II examined Chinese teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching, 
their roles as teachers/researchers and research-teaching closeness, and the rela-
tionship between them. The analyses indicated that the Chinese teacher educators 
reported differently from their colleagues in Finland regarding the components of 
the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching. Chinese teacher 
educators considered information presentation as one element of the student-fo-
cused approach to teaching rather than the teacher-focused approach. Besides this, 
the analyses showed three approaches to teaching in Chinese teacher education 
similar to the ones in Finland. Meanwhile, about half of the Chinese teacher edu-
cators reported themselves more as teachers than researchers, and that their re-
search and teaching were tightly related. Furthermore, Study II revealed that the 
teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching reported a closer 
research-teaching nexus than the ones with a less student-focused approach. 
Study III investigated how teacher self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout 
predicted approaches to teaching among Chinese teacher educators. It was shown 
that self-efficacy beliefs in teaching were positively related to the student-focused 
approach to teaching and explained most of the variance in this approach. Teacher 
educators’ experiences of inadequacy in interaction with students explained most 
of the variance in the teacher-focused approach to teaching; meanwhile, it was 
positively correlated to both the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches 
to teaching. Teacher educators’ experiences of exhaustion were negatively corre-
lated with their student-focused approach to teaching. No relationship was re-
vealed between teacher stress and approaches to teaching. 
This dissertation contributes to the literature on research-teaching nexus in ac-
ademic university-based teacher education by revealing the forms of teacher edu-
cators’ research-teaching integration. Furthermore, it adds new knowledge on how 
we might understand teacher educators’ approaches to teaching within the differ-
ent cultural contexts. The results indicate that the research-teaching nexus and ap-
proaches to teaching are complex phenomena bound to the particular contexts, 
and the teachers situated in the context. Research and teaching can be seen as 
interrelated activities in academic teacher education. Different strategies are 
needed for teacher educators to build an integrated research-teaching nexus ac-
cording to the varied roles they have reported and the forms of research-teaching 
integration they have applied. Meanwhile, an improvement of self-efficacy belief 
in teaching is vital for teacher educators to promote approaches to teaching to-
wards a student-focused way. Taking precautions to prevent teacher educators’ 
experiences of burnout is necessary, though the interaction between teacher burn-
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Opetuksen ja tutkimuksen integrointi, opetukselliset lähestymistavat, pystyvyys-
uskomukset ja uupumus 
 
Tiivistelmä 
Tässä väitöskirjassa tutkittiin opettajankouluttajien tutkimus- ja opetustyötä aka-
teemisesssa yliopistollisessa opettajankoulutuksessa. Tavoitteena oli tutkia, miten 
yliopistossa työskentelevät opettajankouluttajat määrittelivät roolinsa opettajina 
ja/tai tutkijoina sekä tutkimuksen ja opetuksen välisen yhteyden, miten he integ-
roivat tutkimusta opetukseensa, ja millaisia lähestymistapoja opetukseen he rapor-
toivat. Lisäksi tutkittiin opettajankouluttajien tutkimuksen ja opetuksen integraa-
tion sekä opetuksellisten lähestymistapojen yhteyttä. Edelleen tutkittiin, miten 
opettajankouluttajien minäpystyvyys opetuksessa ja uupumus (riittämättömyys 
opettaja-opiskelijavuorovaikutuksessa, ekshaustio ja stressi) ennustivat opettajan-
kouluttajien opetuksellisia lähestymistapoja ja niiden variaatiota. Tutkimuksessa 
hyödynnettiin mixed methods -tutkimusotetta. Tutkimuksessa kerättiin kyselyai-
neisto, johon sisältyi kvantitatiivinen osuus (34 kysymystä) ja kvalitatiivinen 
osuus (yksi avoin kysymys). Aineistot kerättiin Suomesta (n = 101) ja Kiinasta (n 
= 115), ja aineistot analysoitiin kolmessa osatutkimuksessa.  
Ensimmäisessä osatutkimuksessa tutkittiin suomalaisten opettajankouluttajien 
rooleja opettajina/tutkijoina, tutkimuksen ja opetuksen välisen yhteyden tiiviyttä, 
tutkimuksen ja opetuksen integroimisen muotoja, opetuksellisia lähestymistapoja 
joita he raportoivat hyödyntävänsä, sekä näiden välisiä suhteita. Tulokset osoitti-
vat, että noin puolet osallistujista raportoivat roolistaan ensisijaisesti opettajina. 
Noin 80% opettajankouluttajista raportoi tutkimuksen ja opetuksen välisen yhtey-
den intensiiviseksi. Tutkimuksessa tunnistettiin kuusi erilaista tutkimusperustai-
sen opetuksen muotoa. Opettajankouluttajat korostivat tutkimukseen perustuvaa 
opetuksen sisältöä, tutkimukseen perustuvia opetusmenetelmiä, tutkivien opetus-
menetelmien hyödyntämistä, opettajankoulutuksen tutkimusta, opettajaopiskeli-
joiden kannustamista tutkimuksen tekemiseen sekä tutkimuksen ja opetuksen 
kiinteää yhteyttä. Tutkimuksessa havaittiin, että suomalaiset opettajankouluttajat 
hyödyntävät erilaisia lähestymistapoja opetuksessaan: opiskelijakeskeinen lähes-
tymistapa, ristiriitainen lähestymistapa ja epäselvä lähestymistapa opetukseen. 
Tutkimuksessa ei löydetty yhteyttä erilaisten opetuksellisten lähestymistapojen, 
opettajankouluttajien raportoimien opettajan/tutkijan roolien, eikä tutkimuksen ja 
opetuksen integroimisen välillä. 
 
 
Toinen osatutkimus tarkasteli kiinalaisten opettajankouluttajien raportoimia 
opetuksellisia lähestymistapoja, heidän roolejaan opettajina/tutkijoina, tutkimuk-
sen ja opetuksen yhteyttä sekä suhdetta näiden välillä. Tutkimus osoitti, että kii-
nalaiset opettajankouluttajat poikkesivat suomalaisista opettajankouluttajista ope-
tuksellisten lähestymistapojen eri ulottuvuuksien suhteen. Kiinalaiset opettajan-
kouluttajat mielsivät tiedon välittämisen yhtenä opiskelijakeskeisen lähestymista-
van ulottuvuutena opettajakeskeisen lähestymistavan sijaan. Kiinalaiset opetta-
jankouluttajat hyödyntävät kolmea erilaista opetuksellista lähestymistapaa, jotka 
ovat samankaltaisia kuin suomalaisessa kontekstissa tunnistetut opettajankoulut-
tajien lähestymistavat. Noin puolet kiinalaisista opettajankouluttajista mielsi it-
sensä enemmän opettajaksi kuin tutkijaksi, ja heidän tutkimuksensa ja opetuk-
sensa olivat kiinteässä yhteydessä toisiinsa. Toinen osatutkimus myös osoitti, että 
opiskelijakeskeistä opetuksellista lähestymistapaa hyödyntävät opettajankoulutta-
jat raportoivat kiinteämmästä yhteydestä tutkimuksen ja opetuksen välillä kuin ne 
opettajankouluttajat, joiden opetuksellinen lähestymistapa ei ollut niin opiskelija-
keskeinen. 
Kolmas osatutkimus tutki, miten kiinalaisten opettajankouluttajien minäpysty-
vyys opetuksessa ja uupumus ennustivat opetuksellisia lähestymistapoja. Minä-
pystyvyys opetuksessa oli yhteydessä opiskelijakeskeiseen opetukselliseen lähes-
tymistapaan. Opettajankouluttajien kokema riittämättömyyden tunne opettaja-
opiskelijavuorovaikutuksessa selitti opettajakeskeistä opetuksellista lähestymista-
paa. Se oli yhteydessä sekä opiskelijakeskeiseen että opettajakeskeiseen opetuk-
selliseen lähestymistapaan. Opettajankouluttajien kokema ekshaustio oli negatii-
visesti yhteydessä opiskelijakeskeiseen opetukselliseen lähestymistapaan. Opet-
tajankouluttajien stressin ja opetuksellisten lähestymistapojen välillä ei ollut yh-
teyttä. 
Tämä väitöskirjatutkimus tuottaa uutta tietoa tutkimuksen ja opetuksen väli-
sestä yhteydestä sekä tutkimusperustaisen opetuksen muodoista akateemisen yli-
opistollisen opettajankoulutuksen kontekstissa. Se tuottaa tietoa opettajankoulut-
tajien opetuksellisista lähestymistavoista erilaisissa kulttuurisissa konteksteissa. 
Tutkimus osoittaa, miten opettajankouluttajien minäpystyvyys opetuksessa ja uu-
pumus vaikuttavat heidän opetuksellisiin lähestymistapoihinsa. Tulokset osoitta-
vat, että tutkimuksen ja opetuksen väliset yhteydet ja opetukselliset lähestymista-
vat ovat kompleksisia ilmiöitä, jotka ovat sidoksissa tiettyihin konteksteihin ja 
opettajiin näissä konteksteissa. Akateemisessa opettajankoulutuksessa tutkimus ja 
opetus ovat kiinteässä yhteydessä toisiinsa. Opettajankouluttajien erilaiset strate-
giat ovat tärkeitä monipuolisen tutkimusperustaisen opettajankoulutuksen raken-
tamisessa. Minäpystyvyydellä on keskeinen rooli opiskelijakeskeisen opetuksen 
organisoimisessa. Opettajankouluttajien uupumukseen on tärkeää kiinnittää huo-
miota, vaikkakin opetuksellisten lähestymistapojen ja uupumuksen väliset suhteet 
olivat tutkimuksen mukaan kompleksisia. 
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Teacher educators in the academic university context 
1 
1 Introduction 
University-based teacher education is in a crucial position in linking teaching 
practices to academic research of teaching and education (Guberman, Ulvik, Mac-
Phail, & Oolbekkink-Marchand, 2020), which reshapes teacher educators’ iden-
tity as university academics (Ellis et al., 2013; Gunn, Berg, Hill, & Haigh, 2015). 
University-based teacher educators hold multiple professional roles, of which be-
ing a teacher of teachers and a researcher are foremost (Guberman et al., 2020). 
As a teacher of teachers, teacher educators are vital in promoting the quality of 
future teachers (Kelchtermans, Smith, & Vanderlinde, 2018). Meanwhile, as aca-
demics in higher education, they are expected and encouraged to conduct research 
(Murray, Swennen, & Shagrir, 2009).  
How teacher educators manage their research and teaching work and connect 
these two activities is situated in the different national and academic contexts, 
shaped by the teacher education policy of the context (McNicholl & Blake, 2013; 
Murray et al., 2009). For instance, Finland exemplifies the research-based ap-
proach in teacher education, which has been the main theme for Finnish teacher 
educators in organising their teaching and make systemic connections between 
research and teaching for decades (Tirri, 2014; Toom et al., 2010). Meanwhile, as 
a rapidly developing country, China is speeding up in reforming teacher education 
towards professionalism and academicism (Zhou & Reed, 2005; Zhu & Han, 
2006). Research is becoming an essential part of teacher education and Chinese 
teacher educators are facing enormous challenges in transforming their routine 
research and teaching activities. 
Regardless of the diversity of teacher education practices internationally, 
teacher educators face the requirements to manage their dual roles and the rela-
tionship between their teaching and research duties (Gunn et al., 2015). Complex-
ity is evident in the research-teaching nexus because it is context-specific, distin-
guished not only in the national contexts, but disciplinary fields with the different 
knowledge base, curriculum design, the ways teachers teach and students learn, 
and the individual teachers’ perceptions (Griffiths, 2004; Healey, 2005a; Healey 
& Jenkins, 2006). In teacher education, teaching is being enhanced by moving 
towards inquiry-oriented and evidence-based with a research orientation. The 
recognition is growing that research is an important component of teacher educa-
tion practices and is beneficial for preparing reflective practitioners (Flores, 2018; 
MacPhail & O’Sullivan, 2019). Thus, institutional and individual endeavours 
have been made trying to examine the research-teaching nexus in teacher educa-
tion and its relevance in forming teacher educators’ teaching (Flores, 2018; 
Hökkä, Eteläpelto, & Rasku-Puttonen, 2012; MacPhail & O’Sullivan, 2019). 
Yanling Cao 
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How teacher educators practise research-teaching nexus relates to their ap-
proaches to teaching (Brew, 2002, 2003; Healey, 2005a; Hu, Van Der Rijst, Van 
Veen, & Verloop, 2014), namely their intentions for teaching and the strategies to 
support the intention (Trigwell, Prosser, & Taylor, 1994). Researchers identified 
two broad categories of approaches to teaching in the student-focused and teacher-
focused dimensions (Trigwell et al., 1994). Meanwhile, the dissonance is revealed 
in the way that teachers combine these two approaches in teaching (Postareff, 
Katajavuori, Lindblom-Ylänne, & Trigwell, 2008; Stes & Van Petegem, 2014). 
Approaches to teaching are dependent on the context (Prosser & Trigwell, 1997); 
teachers adopt varied approaches to teaching according to the specific teaching 
situations, and the students with different approaches to learning (Gregory & 
Jones, 2009).  
Teaching in teacher education is particular in its own way that it is about how 
to teach (Berry, 2009). Teacher educators explain abstractive professional 
knowledge and demonstrate the skills of teaching and learning to student teachers 
(Celik, 2011). Furthermore, they are essential in supporting student teachers to 
form their teaching beliefs and teacher identity. Considering student teachers as 
the teacher-to-be, teacher educators need to consider the student teachers’ future 
students and the demands concerning teaching and learning in schools while 
teaching (Guilfoyle, Hamilton, & Pinnegar, 1997). Meanwhile, student teachers 
are encouraged to conduct research (Lunenberg, 2010). Correspondingly, as re-
searchers, teacher educators are expected to teach their students about the 
knowledge and skills of research, guide their students to conduct research 
(Geerdink, Boei, Willemse, Kools, & Van Vlokhoven, 2016; Lunenberg, 2010; 
Smith, 2011), and to have an exploring spirit towards teaching work (Toom et al., 
2010). The complexity of teaching in teacher education requires teacher educators 
to make an explicit link between the educational theory, research and teaching 
practices (Flores, 2018). Among the increasing discussion on positioning research 
in teacher education and teacher educators working as researchers (Geerdink et 
al., 2016; Hökkä et al., 2012; Murray & Vanassche, 2019), there has been insuf-
ficient study on tangible examples of teacher educators integrating research and 
teaching. 
The complicated teaching situations teacher educators face and the demanding 
work in teacher education require them to have the corresponding competencies 
to fulfil their responsibility (Celik, 2011; Koster, Brekelmans, Korthagen, & Wub-
bels, 2005). Teacher educators are expected to have self-efficacy in their ability 
to teach, which is indicated in previous studies that could influence their teaching 
(Dixon, Yssel, McConnell, & Hardin, 2014). However, they may also experience 
burnout (Brewer & McMahan, 2003), for example, when they cannot balance re-
search and teaching work (Teichler & Arimoto, 2014). They may feel inadequacy 
in the interaction with students and exhausted at work (Pietarinen, Pyhältö, Soini, 
& Salmela-Aro, 2013b). To some extent, our expectancy for qualified future 
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teachers relies on teacher educators achieving their responsibility and providing 
student teachers with strong foundations for continuous professional development 
(Smith, 2005). Thus, it is necessary to explore how teacher educators’ self-effi-
cacy beliefs in teaching and experiences of burnout could possibly influence their 
approaches to teaching. 
From this perspective, teacher educators in Finland and China, and others in a 
wider international context, share similar issues and concerns (Van Der Klink, 
Kools, Avissar, White, & Sakata, 2017). For instance, they need to manage the 
research and teaching tasks concerning how much time and energy to put in 
(Coate, Barnett, & Williams, 2001). Thus, they might face obstacles in balancing 
the components of their work, which may worsen the situation of their research-
teaching nexus and impede their work. Whether and how the universities can pro-
vide teacher educators with sufficient support to engage in research and teaching 
is another concern (Lunenberg, 2010; Martinez, 2008; Zhu, 2010). Hence, the 
study contextualises the phenomenon in Finland and China as the typified aca-
demic teacher education contexts, aiming to contribute to the international litera-
ture on teacher educators’ research-teaching integration, how this integration re-
lates to their approaches to teaching, and how their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching 
and experiences of burnout influence their approaches to teaching to cultivate fu-
ture generations of teachers. The intention is to provide new knowledge to insti-
tutions and individual teacher educators to build an integrated research-teaching 
nexus and work efficiently.
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2 Theoretical framework 
In a general sense, teacher educators are those who educate student teachers and 
contribute formally to the learning and development of student teachers and teach-
ers (European Commission, 2013). Within the broad definition, this group of pro-
fessionals includes teachers working in educational institutions from universities 
to schools (Swennen, Jones, & Volman, 2010). They face students with varied 
study goals and expectations (Swennen et al., 2010), and undertake multiple tasks 
and professional identities (Dengerink, Lunenberg, & Korthagen, 2015). Teacher 
educators constitute a heterogeneous group with a diverse background, work ex-
perience and expertise (Dengerink et al., 2015; European Commission, 2013). 
This doctoral thesis focuses on teacher educators of academic and university-
based pre-service teacher education programmes in Finland and China. Dengerink 
et al. (2015) identified six professional roles of teacher educators, of which teacher 
of teachers and researcher are the two prominent ones. It is especially the case for 
teacher educators of the present study, who work in the academic university con-
text. On one hand, they teach student teachers and supervise student teachers’ 
teaching practice. They greatly influence student teachers’ professional develop-
ment in the teaching profession and how student teachers teach and behave when 
they become teachers in future (Lunenberg, Korthagen, & Swennen, 2007). On 
the other hand, teacher educators are professional researchers, their research con-
tributes to the development of the education profession in general (Davison, Mur-
ray, & John, 2005; Murray, Czerniawski, & Barber, 2011; Swennen et al., 2010). 
2.1 Teacher educators in academic teacher education 
Teacher educators work in the teacher education system located in the local, na-
tional and international contexts which impact their roles and responsibilities (El-
lis, McNicholl, Blake, & MCnally, 2014; Guberman et al., 2020; Moon, 2016; 
Murray et al., 2009; Vanassche et al., 2015). Various measures and policies have 
been taken under different ideologies in the political and social contexts world-
wide concerning the academisation of teacher education, positioning research in 
teacher education and teacher educators working as academic researchers 
(McNicholl & Blake, 2013; Murray et al., 2009; Murray & Vanassche, 2019). 
How teacher educators’ research and teaching are related is affected by the value-
orientation of the institutions and nations (Coate et al., 2001), and thus is changing 
in different conditions (Brew & Boud, 1995; Griffiths, 2004; Healey, 2005a). For 
example, in Finland, Norway, Canada and China, teacher educators’ engagement 
in research and their research-teaching nexus have been emphasised, especially 
after teacher education moved into higher education institutions (Gunn, Hill, Berg, 
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& Haigh, 2016; Toom & Husu, 2021). Researchers have illustrated how research 
and teaching are related to each other and how the research-teaching nexus influ-
ences teachers’ teaching and research, as well as their students’ learning (Colbeck, 
1998; Healey, 2005b; Robertson, 2007). 
To understand how teacher educators’ research-teaching nexus shapes their 
pedagogy, we first need to explore how they perceive their research-teaching 
nexus and integrate research and teaching (Robertson, 2007). Teachers may value 
the ideal of research-teaching nexus and integration highly but perceive difficul-
ties in doing so in real settings (Hu, Van Der Rijst, Van Veen, & Verloop, 2019). 
There might be a difference between what teachers perceive and what they do 
(Neumann, 1992; Verburgh, Elen, & Lindblom-Ylänne, 2007). Further measures 
to enhance teacher educators’ research-teaching nexus can be taken by deepening 
our understanding of how and what teacher educators have already done in prac-
tice (Guberman et al., 2020). 
Teacher educators working in the research-intensive contexts aim at delivering 
high-quality research-based teaching and research (McMahon, Forde, & Dickson, 
2015). Teaching is a ‘complex and theoretically informed practical activity’ 
(Timperley, Wilson, Barrar, & Fung, 2007). Teachers are expected to approach 
teaching with a strong theoretical research base as a foundation in the particular 
teaching context and integrate the theory with their teaching consistently 
(Timperley et al., 2007). Furthermore, teaching in teacher education is particular 
in its own way because teaching is both about ‘what teaching is’ and about ‘how 
to teach’. It is far more complicated than teaching in schools because teacher ed-
ucators have to acquire not only the knowledge about the subject, school teaching 
and learning, but especially the knowledge of how student teachers learn to be-
come teachers, furthermore help student teachers to understand the nature of 
teaching and learning (Berry, 2009), and how to support learning. In academic 
university-based teacher education (Ellis et al., 2014), teacher educators teach 
based on the expertise they already have as academic researchers. Thus, their 
teaching is blended with research-based and evidence-based orientations (Gunn et 
al., 2015, 2016). To teach in teacher education, teacher educators need to make 
explicit connections between their own teaching, theory, previous research, and 
student teachers’ future teaching (MacPhail et al., 2019). 
Research-teaching integration in teacher educators’ work 
How university teachers perceive and implement the research-teaching nexus is 
related to how and what they perceive as research and teaching, which reflects 
their conceptions of knowledge and how knowledge is generated and communi-
cated (Brew, 1998, 1999, 2003; Brew & Boud, 1995; Brew & Phillis, 1997; Grif-
fiths, 2004; Robertson, 2007; Trigwell & Prosser, 2009). Robertson (2007) ex-
plored teachers’ academic experience and suggested that how they conceive 
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knowledge in the discipline influences their epistemologies, which are an im-
portant factor in shaping their experiences of research, teaching and learning, and 
research-teaching nexus. Meanwhile, how teachers link research and teaching is 
related to how they teach and expect their students to learn. In a study exploring 
the role of research in the teaching of university teachers, it showed that the more 
they view teaching as student-focused, the more highly they value the role of re-
search in teaching. This study indicated a systematic positive relationship between 
the student-focused approach to teaching and beliefs about the role of research in 
ideal teaching (Hu et al., 2014).  
Healey (2005a) developed a model to illustrate how curriculum can be de-
signed under the different understandings of the research-teaching nexus. In the 
model, teaching activities shift from student-focused to teacher-focused, mean-
while, the students’ experiences vary from as participants in the activity or audi-
ence (vertical axis). Either the research content or the research processes and prob-
lems are emphasised in teaching (horizontal axis). The vertical and horizontal axes 
form four kinds of teaching (Healey, 2005a; Figure 1). Students’ effective learning 
experiences need all four kinds of teaching, but the top half in the figure should 
be emphasised more (Healey & Jenkins, 2006). 
 
 
Figure 1. Curriculum design and the research-teaching nexus (Healey, 2005a). 
Brew (2002, 2003) identified two models of the research-teaching relationship. In 
the first model, knowledge is seen as objective and separate from the knowers. 
Thus, teaching is the transmission of information from teachers to students, and 
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research is seen as publications. Research and teaching can happen independently. 
In the second model, knowledge is constructed in a socio-political context. Teach-
ing is regarded as being student-focused and conceptual change, and a deep ap-
proach to learning is encouraged. Research is seen as the development of meaning 
and takes place in an academic community of practice (Brew, 2002, 2003). 
The changing nature of research and teaching leads to the dynamic and com-
plex nature of the research-teaching nexus (Brew & Phillis, 1997). Neumann 
(1992) distinguished the research-teaching nexus at three levels. At the tangible 
level, teachers transmit current knowledge to students, use relevant examples from 
their research in teaching, and useful techniques that the teachers used in research 
are taught to students. At the intangible level, teachers focus on students’ devel-
opment in their approaches and attitudes towards knowledge. Students are encour-
aged to be involved in research. Finally, at the global level, the research-teaching 
nexus is described as the relationship between the total research involvement and 
the teaching activity of the department (Neumann, 1992). Griffiths (2004) clari-
fied the research-teaching nexus in three dimensions. Firstly, it can be in specific 
forms meaning that teachers incorporate specific research projects into teaching; 
or the research-teaching nexus can be more diffuse, such as by teachers enriching 
teaching with a general orientation generated from the research experience. Sec-
ondly, either research is weakly embedded in teaching, or they are more strongly 
integrated. Finally, the direction of the nexus could be unidirectional or reciprocal 
(Griffiths, 2004). While previous studies more often mentioned the influence of 
research on teaching, how teaching affects research is spoken about relatively 
rarely (Coate et al., 2001; Harland, 2016; Robertson, 2007). Robertson (2007) de-
scribed teachers’ experiences of research-teaching nexus progressing from a weak 
relationship in which research and teaching are unrelated, to an integrated rela-
tionship meaning that research and teaching are inseparable. Teaching and learn-
ing are experienced differently from teachers transmitting knowledge to students, 
to students learning in an inquiry process. 
How teachers implement the research-teaching nexus and integrate research 
into teaching have been explored and revealed in specific forms (Griffiths, 2004; 
Healey, 2005b). Visser-Wijnveen and her colleagues (2010) investigated the ideal 
images of research-teaching nexus of academics from the field of humanities and 
found five profiles of research-teaching nexus: teach research results, make re-
search known, show what it means to be a researcher, help to conduct research, 
and provide research experience. They further analysed the five profiles from the 
dimensions: whether the nexus is tangible or intangible, unidirectional or recipro-
cal; whether students are audience or participants (learn about research or partic-
ipate in research); and the kind of research included in the curriculum (e.g., re-
search content or process, research in general or current research, disciplinary re-
search or teachers’ own research) (Visser-Wijnveen et al., 2010). In a later study, 
they revealed five ways that teachers integrate research into their real teaching of 
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a course: using the teacher’s own research to illustrate the subject matter, focus-
ing on the researcher’s disposition and position, introducing students to literature 
after which students conduct research projects, follow in the teacher’s footsteps, 
and participation in the teacher’s research. How the students perceive the learn-
ing outcomes in these corresponding research-teaching integration situations were 
further analysed. The researchers pointed out that how teachers integrate research 
into teaching reveals their teaching goals in the course, the teaching approaches 
they use to achieve the goals and the learning environment they intend to design 
for their students (Visser-Wijnveen, Van Driel, Van Der Rijst, Visser, & Verloop, 
2012). 
How teacher educators approach their research and connect research and teach-
ing in the academic teacher education context is recognised as a critical issue in 
teacher education (MacPhail et al., 2019; Murray & Vanassche, 2019). Besides 
acquiring the knowledge of the specific subject, didactics, and pedagogy to teach, 
teacher educators have a wide range of knowledge and expertise about research 
(Koster & Dengerink, 2001; Lunenberg, 2010; Smith, 2005). They have strength 
in conducting research because they work in overlapping areas between school 
teaching, university teaching and teacher education (Griffiths, Thompson, & 
Hryniewicz, 2010; MacPhail et al., 2019). Teacher educators’ research range from 
small-scale research design, like self-study, to large-scale and multimethod stud-
ies (Lunenberg, 2010). Their research is likely to cover broad themes of teaching 
and teacher education, and other subject fields (Lunenberg, 2010; Yogev & 
Yogev, 2006). Teacher educators can take their courses as research sites to explore 
the problems they encountered in teaching (Cochran-Smith, 2005). They can con-
duct self-study to explore their own teaching, improve the understanding of how 
the knowledge of teaching about teaching develops, and promote their reflective 
teaching (Berry, 2004; Dinkelman, 2003; Lunenberg, Ponte, & Van De Ven, 2007; 
Lunenberg & Willemse, 2006). Teacher educators not only generate practical 
knowledge about their own teaching, as educational professionals of the scholarly 
community, but they also contribute to the policy and practice of educating teach-
ers (Goodwin et al., 2014; Smith, 2005; Swennen et al., 2010). They link the the-
ory to their own and their students’ experiences (Goodwin et al., 2014; Smith, 
2005). Engaging in research activities influences teacher educators’ perceptions 
of their roles and is seen as one approach to their professional development (Tack 
& Vanderlinde, 2019). Furthermore, students are encouraged to participate in re-
search-related activities or research directly as part of the academic community 
(Jusoh & Abidin, 2012). By engaging in research, the students could acquire a set 
of highly valued competencies (Elen, Lindblom-Ylänne, & Clement, 2007). 
Therefore, a research-teaching nexus is required not only for the sake of teachers’ 
teaching but also for their students’ learning (Brew, 2010). 
Ideally, the relationship between research and teaching is enriching. However, 
some studies concluded that there is little or no correlation between research and 
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teaching (Hattie & Marsh, 1996, 2004; Ramsden & Moses, 1992), though re-
searchers argued that these studies are flawed because they diminish research as 
research productivity and teaching as teaching effectiveness (Robertson, 2007; 
Verburgh et al., 2007). Nonetheless, research and teaching are not always per-
ceived as being positively related (Coate et al., 2001; Elen et al., 2007; Healey, 
2005a). Keeping a balance between teaching and research is hard (Teichler & 
Arimoto, 2014). Teachers may have perceptions of their own roles and priority 
work, and others may have expectations about what teachers should do (Martin, 
1997). Teacher educators are required to be more research productive and to be 
able to supervise their students’ research (Geerdink et al., 2016; Hökkä et al., 
2012; Lunenberg, 2010; MacPhail & O’Sullivan, 2019). Meanwhile, the require-
ments for teacher educators to develop high-quality teaching are no less important 
(Hökkä et al., 2012).  
Whether teacher educators being more research-active or teaching-active 
should not be the argument discussed. Rather, how to build an enriching relation-
ship between their research and teaching is the main concern. Teachers may prefer 
to do both research and teaching because they believe research and teaching are 
mutually enhanced (Robertson, 2007). Teacher educators need to merge the mul-
tiple roles systemically, integrate the different work within the limited time and 
energy they have, and bring out joint activities in which they can achieve both 
their teaching and research goals (Colbeck, 1998). The exploration of how teacher 
educators perceive their research-teaching nexus and integrate their research and 
teaching in the particular Finnish and Chinese teacher education contexts could 
provide some evidence for this discussion. 
Teacher education and teacher educators in Finland 
The Finnish school system and education have been the subject of academic in-
terests all around the world. The excellent results in PISA are attributed to the 
high-qualified teachers (Tryggvason, 2009), who are educated within the high 
standards of Finnish teacher education (Tirri, 2014). The decentralisation in edu-
cation since the 1970s gives teachers autonomy in teaching, at the same time, re-
quires them to have a thorough knowledge of their work (Tirri, 2014; Toom & 
Husu, 2012; 2018).  
Finnish teacher education has applied a research-based approach since the 
1970s when teacher education established its academic status at universities. The 
research-based approach means that teacher education is supported by scientific 
knowledge and practice. All the courses are integrated with research (Hökkä & 
Eteläpelto, 2014; Toom et al., 2010). Educational knowledge courses, teaching 
practice and educational research methods are systemically organised in the pro-
grammes (Kansanen, 2014). Student teachers appreciate this research-based 
teacher education (Aspfors & Eklund, 2017; Byman et al., 2009; Jyrhämä et al., 
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2008; Jyrhämä & Maaranen, 2012; Niemi & Nevgi, 2014). It prepares them with 
pedagogical thinking and the ability to make educational decisions based on ra-
tional argumentations (Kansanen, 2003; Toom et al., 2010; Westbury, Hansén, 
Kansanen, & Björkvist, 2005). Student teachers are encouraged to familiarise 
themselves with scientific research and to conduct their own research. However, 
they are not educated as researchers, but as future teachers who are able to work 
with different learners and fulfil their learning needs with suitable teaching (Krok-
fors et al., 2011; Toom et al., 2010). Teachers need to have the capacity to use 
research and research-related competencies for developing their teaching and 
learning (Tryggvason, 2009). The research-based teacher education educates stu-
dent teachers to be critical and reflective future teachers with an inquiring attitude 
to the teaching profession (Kynäslahti et al., 2006; Toom et al., 2010). 
Finland does not have nationally issued standards for teacher educators con-
cerning their professional knowledge and capacity (Tryggvason, 2012). Finnish 
teacher educators have high levels of autonomy in their work, as other university 
academic staff have. They perform research and teaching in accordance with the 
research-based approach in teacher education (Tirri, 2014). Finnish teacher edu-
cators are teachers and researchers (Niemi, 2016). Most of them have education 
as their primary discipline, and practically all the teacher educators have teaching 
qualification in Finnish schools and/or pedagogical competence from universities 
(Tirri, 2014). They teach what they study, or that their teaching is based on 
knowledge generated from research (Krokfors et al., 2011). One concern in Finn-
ish teacher education is the linking of educational theory with practice (Säntti, 
Puustinen, & Salminen, 2018), and it is suggested that it could be started with 
teacher educators’ applications for updated pedagogical methods in their own 
teaching (Tryggvason, 2009). One study explored Finnish teacher educators’ 
goals in teaching and revealed that they apply a range of approaches to teaching, 
aimed at modelling the different teaching to their students, helping the students to 
find their own teaching style and to be reflective and critical in teaching work 
(Tryggvason, 2009).  
Finnish teacher educators see teaching as their main duty, but they also recog-
nise the benefit of engaging in research, and further integrating research into their 
teaching. Research is a vital part of their professional identity (Tryggvason, 2012). 
Finnish teacher educators have the knowledge of research and the capacity to con-
duct research. They normally have a PhD degree and are academic professionals 
publishing research in leading international journals (Tirri, 2014). However, Finn-
ish teacher educators experience an imbalance between the commitment of their 
professional identity as teachers and researchers (Hökkä & Eteläpelto, 2014).  
The research-based approach in teacher education is a response to the require-
ment of educating teachers to be professionals with continuing professional de-
velopment and life-long learners (Tirri, 2014). Finnish teacher educators appreci-
ate it but have different understandings of what it means (Toom et al., 2008; 
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Tryggvason, 2012). The research-based approach is realised differently in specific 
matters (Krokfors et al., 2011). Furthermore, researchers have concerns about how 
to make the research-based approach more relevant to teachers’ teaching profes-
sion (Aspfors & Eklund, 2017). The research-based approach should be more ex-
plicit to teacher educators and student teachers (Aspfors & Eklund, 2017; Byman 
et al., 2009; Krokfors et al., 2011). 
Teacher education and teacher educators in China 
Since the 1990s, a series of official documents and policies concerning teacher 
education have been released. A reform of teacher education aimed at improving 
the educational credentials and quality of teachers and establishing the profession-
alism of teaching and teacher education has been launched (Dai & Goodwin, 
2013; Han, 2012; Rao, 2013; Zhou, 2014; Zhu & Han, 2006). Meanwhile, a cur-
riculum reform at the primary and secondary school levels started in 2001 sets 
new requirements for education changing from quantity-oriented to quality-ori-
ented (Tan, 2017), which then requires changes in teacher education to support 
student teachers’ development in the new orientation (Lo, 2019; Rao, 2013; Ye, 
Zhu, & Lo, 2019; Zhu, 2010). Whether teacher education reform will succeed and 
make a difference in the quality of future teachers depends largely on teacher ed-
ucators’ perceptions of and actions to implement the reform (Zhu, 2010). Thus, 
how teacher educators in China approach teaching and other work under the new 
circumstances is attracting researchers’ attention.   
Chinese teacher education has been developed in the subject-centred model, in 
which the subject matter knowledge is emphasised over professional education 
knowledge. In this model, teaching is seen as transmitting knowledge from teach-
ers to students. The preparation for student teachers to teach the subject 
knowledge in classrooms and handle the students’ learning needs is insufficient. 
Moreover, Chinese teacher educators enter teacher education more as profession-
als at the academic level than ‘teachers’ at the teaching level. Lacking university 
pedagogy learning may present a challenge to teacher educators when they teach 
student teachers (Zhou, 2014). For many years, teacher education in China has 
been criticised for its lecture-based and teacher-focused teaching methods, out-
dated content knowledge and insufficient teaching practice (Dai & Goodwin, 
2013; Guo, 2005; Lo, 2019).  
Learner-centred and practice-oriented learning in teacher education is now em-
phasised (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 2011; Ye et 
al., 2019). Various teaching methods are recommended in teacher education to 
relate theoretical knowledge to educational practice (Rao, 2013; Zhou, 2014). 
Teacher educators are seen as facilitators of student teachers’ learning. They are 
encouraged to teach in a more student-focused and constructive way to enhance 
student teachers’ initiative, problem-solving skills and creativity (Guo, 2005; 
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Zhou, 2014). Furthermore, teacher educators need to consider how to support stu-
dent teachers to form teaching beliefs and professional identity (Sang, Valcke, 
Tondeur, Zhu, & Van Braak, 2012; Zhou, 2014; Zhu, 2017). Both student-focused 
and teacher-focused approaches to teaching have been found among Chinese uni-
versity teachers (Han, Yin, & Wang, 2015; Hu et al., 2014; Leung, Lu, Chen, & 
Lu, 2008). It is argued that Chinese teacher educators’ perceptions of and ap-
proaches to teaching are changing. However, researchers are concerned that for 
some teacher educators, their teaching is still mostly theory-based and ‘transmis-
sion teaching’ of knowledge, with no relation to school practice. They are not 
familiar with the new initiatives in educational reform, such as inquiry learning 
(Zhou, 2014). 
Chinese teacher educators not only face the pressure from applying innovative 
educational ideas and methods in teaching, but also need to cope with the increas-
ing workload of research (Li, 2010; Yuan & Lee, 2014). With the upgrade of 
teacher education institutions from three-year normal colleges1 to four-year nor-
mal colleges and universities since the 1990s, teacher education in China is grad-
ually being implemented in higher education institutions (Zhou, 2014; Zhou & 
Reed, 2005). Teachers’ universities2 are being transformed from traditional teach-
ing training institutions to academic institutions (Zhou & Reed, 2005). Some 
teachers’ universities aim to become research-intensive, with teacher educators 
being required to conduct more research (Zhu & Han, 2006). Research work, such 
as national research projects and academic publications on top-level journals, is 
an important evaluation credential for promotion and awards of academic titles, 
while teaching is less important (Zhu, 2010). Thus, Chinese teacher educators fo-
cus more on research than teaching (Dai & Goodwin, 2013). In this sense, the 
research could be a factor impeding their teaching (Tian & Lu, 2017). Previous 
research findings revealed that Chinese teacher educators value their roles as 
teachers and researchers (Yuan & Lee, 2014). Besides the external pressure push-
ing them to conduct research, they are willing to reflect on and seek changes in 
their teaching when they encounter problems in teaching (Zhu, 2010). However, 
they experience difficulties in linking research and teaching and have a researcher-
teacher role conflict (Lai, Du, & Li, 2014; Yuan & Lee, 2014), which may lead to 
their emotional exhaustion and depersonalisation (Xu, 2019).  
Research on Chinese teacher education is receiving attention internationally 
(Li, Zhu, & Lo, 2019). However, previous studies focused mainly on the historical 
developments, and the documents and policies of educational reforms (Han, 2012; 
                                                          
 
1 Traditionally, teacher education in China is provided in normal educational institutions. 
Almost all these institutions have the term ‘normal’ in their names, which is derived from 
French (Li, 2010). 
2 The term ‘teachers’ university’ was used when referring to normal university in China. 
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Li, 2012; Lu, 2019; Ye et al., 2019; Zhou & Reed, 2005). There has been a paucity 
of empirical studies to explore how Chinese teacher educators approach their work 
to respond to the educational reforms and to educate qualified future teachers 
(Zhu, 2010). Another research paradigm is to compare teacher education in China 
to the ones in Western countries. Researchers concluded that Confucian pragma-
tism and traditional Chinese education philosophy influence the teaching and 
learning in teacher education (Chan & Elliott, 2002; Hu et al., 2014; Li, 2012). 
For example, teachers are seen as the authority of knowledge and teaching is seen 
as delivering knowledge (Zhang & Zhou, 2011). Meanwhile, Western educational 
ideas are influencing education in China more and more over time (Hu et al., 2014; 
Sang et al., 2012). Chinese teacher educators express passion for education and 
are willing to apply the reforms advocated, such as the student-focused approach 
to teaching. However, they are in a dilemma between their educational beliefs and 
the ideas they prefer, and the actual situation they work in. Correspondingly, sup-
port for teacher educators to shift their norms of practice is lacking (Zhu, 2010). 
2.2 Teacher educators’ approaches to teaching 
Teacher educators implement their approaches to teaching in the context of aca-
demic teacher education, in which research is perceived as having an important 
role, such as the research-based approach stressed in Finnish teacher education. A 
bulk of empirical studies have emphasised the importance of teachers on their 
pedagogical role to construct an effective learning environment for students. How-
ever, university teaching and learning have been changing over the past few years; 
researchers argue that no single approach or method of teaching could work well 
in every teaching context (Hunt & Chalmers, 2013). Teachers need to take the 
students’ learning purposes, teaching-learning environment and specific disci-
pline into consideration, then design proper teaching methods and strategies to 
accomplish their teaching goals. No matter what kind of approach to teaching 
teacher educators undertake, their research-teaching nexus and practice to inte-
grate research and teaching will have an influence to a large degree. 
Student-focused, teacher-focused and dissonant approaches to 
teaching 
Trigwell et al. (1994) explored teachers’ approaches to teaching via two dimen-
sions: strategies that teachers adopt for teaching and the intentions underlying 
these strategies. After investigating the teaching of first-year university science 
teachers, Trigwell et al. (1994) identified five categories of approach to teaching 
which represent variations of teachers on the two dimensions (Table 2.2-1). The 
five categories then were further divided into two broad groups with different fo-
cuses either on teachers transmitting knowledge or the conception development 
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of students: the Information Transmission/Teacher-focused approach to teaching 
(ITTF) and the Conceptual Change/Student-focused approach to teaching 
(CCSF). 
Table 2.2-1. Approaches to teaching (Prosser & Trigwell, 1997). 
Focus while teaching Approaches Teaching intentions and strategies 
Focus on teachers, or 
the interaction be-
tween teachers and 
students 
Approach A Teacher-focused strategy with the intention of trans-
mitting information to students 
Approach B Teacher-focused strategy with the intention that stu-
dents acquire the concepts of the discipline 
Approach C A teacher/student interaction strategy with the inten-
tion that students acquire the concepts of the disci-
pline 
Focus on students Approach D A student-focused strategy aimed at students devel-
oping their conceptions 
Approach E A student-focused strategy aimed at students chang-
ing their conceptions 
 
In the teacher-focused approach to teaching, teaching is seen as knowledge trans-
mission from teachers to students. Teachers are leaders of the teaching process 
and aim to transmit the knowledge they have prepared to students. They focus on 
what they do in class and often assume that the students have little or no prior 
knowledge of the subject. Teachers holding a teacher-focused approach to teach-
ing tend to use teaching methods based on the transmission of knowledge, such as 
lecturing. Students may be less active during the class and their learning outcomes 
are evaluated in quantitative ways. In the student-focused approach to teaching, 
the focus is on students and their development of understanding of knowledge. 
Teachers applying a student-focused approach to teaching may use similar teach-
ing strategies as those with a teacher-focused approach, but they are more likely 
to challenge the students’ current conceptions by criticising, questioning and dis-
cussing the teaching content with them. During the teaching process, students are 
seen as active learners and their learning outcomes are evaluated in qualitative 
rather than quantitative ways (Åkerlind, 2003; Entwistle, Skinner, Entwistle, & 
Orr, 2000; Gregory & Jones, 2009; Kember & Kwan, 2000; Prosser & Trigwell, 
2014; Trigwell, Prosser, & Waterhouse, 1999). Similar teaching methods could 
be used in both the teacher-focused and student-focused approaches to teaching, 
the difference between the two approaches is whether teaching is directed to teach-
ers transmitting knowledge or the conceptual development and change of students 
(Prosser & Trigwell, 2014). 
Kember and Kwan (2000) identified the two approaches to teaching by using 
a motivation dimension and five strategy dimensions. Applying a learning-centred 
approach to teaching, teachers consider motivating students as an important part 
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of their teaching. In their teaching strategy, they prefer to use students’ own ex-
periences as examples to encourage the students to discover knowledge. Teachers 
pay attention to students’ needs as individuals and correct their weaknesses, and 
the assessment is flexible. On the contrary, with a content-centred approach to 
teaching, teachers do not think highly of students’ internal motivations but rely 
more on external motivations. Therefore, they prefer to use examples from their 
own experiences and give students clear notes. They do not pay attention to the 




Figure 2. Components and dimensions of approaches to teaching (Kember & Kwan, 2000). 
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Trigwell and his colleagues’ studies (1994, 1999) are like Kember and Kwan’s 
(2000). They all analysed approaches to teaching by using intention/motivation 
and strategy dimensions. In Postareff and Lindblom-Ylänne’s study (2008) about 
university teachers’ conceptions of and approaches to teaching, they identified ten 
aspects of teaching at a general level by qualitatively analysing teachers’ descrip-
tions of their teaching. They further grouped these ten aspects into four broader 
aspects: (1) teaching process; (2) learning environment; (3) conception of learn-
ing; and (4) pedagogical development. Teachers’ approaches to teaching are de-
fined as either learning-focused or content-focused, and the descriptions of their 
teaching vary on these ten aspects (Table 2.2-2). 
Table 2.2-2. Variation in the descriptions of teaching (Postareff & Lindblom-Ylänne, 2008). 
Four broader aspects of teaching Ten aspects of teaching 
Teaching process Planning of teaching 
Teaching practices 
Assessment practices 




Conception of learning 
Pedagogical development Development of one’s own teaching 
Pedagogical awareness 
 
Researchers share similar identifications, although they use different terms to de-
scribe the essence of the two approaches to teaching. The qualifiers such as 
‘teacher-focused’, ‘teacher-centred’, ‘content-centred’, ‘content-oriented’ or 
‘content-focused’ are used to refer to the approach to teaching in which teachers 
focus on themselves and the content while teaching. Terms like ‘student-focused’, 
‘student-centred’, ‘learning-centred’, ‘learning-oriented’ or ‘learning-focused’ 
are applied to describe the approach to teaching in which teachers focus especially 
on students’ learning and conceptual development while teaching (Åkerlind, 
2003; Entwistle et al., 2000; Kember & Kwan, 2000; Postareff et al., 2008).  
The studies mentioned above provide a basis for the enquiry into the relation-
ship between these two approaches to teaching, while contradictory opinions are 
presented. With a different epistemology, researchers have different opinions over 
the stability of approaches to teaching (Kemp, 2013). Some researchers hold an 
‘either/or’ opinion and think that the student-focused and teacher-focused ap-
proaches to teaching are in the form of a continuum and each one represents one 
end of the pole (Kember, 1997; Kember & Kwan, 2000). Teachers apply either 
teacher-focused or student-focused approaches in their teaching and this tendency 
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is relatively stable. However, others think that the two approaches are two separate 
categories. There is an assumption that teachers who adopt a student-focused ap-
proach to teaching may also apply elements from the teacher-focused approach in 
their teaching. However, it is unlikely that a teacher who is heavily teacher-fo-
cused in teaching will apply elements of a student-focused approach in her/his 
teaching (Postareff, 2007; Trigwell, Prosser, & Ginns, 2005). Thus, the student-
focused approach to teaching is seen as completer and more sophisticated (Trig-
well et al., 2005). In other words, it is possible that teachers do not always teach 
consistently with one approach; they may apply elements from both approaches 
in their teaching. 
In a study involving 97 university teachers from Finland, Postareff and her 
colleagues (2008) investigated how teachers combine the two approaches in 
teaching and identified consonant and dissonant profiles of approaches to teach-
ing. Two profiles are named consonant. In these, teachers’ teaching strategies and 
conceptions are theoretically systematic in either content-focused or learning-fo-
cused approaches. Two profiles are revealed as being dissonant. In the ‘systemat-
ically dissonant’ profile, teachers show a combination of content-focused and 
learning-focused teaching conceptions and strategies. In the other dissonant pro-
file named ‘towards learning-focused profile’, teachers hold a learning-focused 
teaching conception but combine the content-focused and learning-focused ele-
ments in teaching strategies. Teachers in this profile are typically in a development 
process of teaching from content-focused to learning-focused (Postareff et al., 
2008). The consonance and dissonance in approaches to teaching have also been 
noted in other studies (Prosser, Ramsden, Trigwell, & Martin, 2003; Stes & Van 
Petegem, 2014; Uiboleht, Karm, & Postareff, 2016). 
The variation and change of approaches to teaching 
University teaching and learning remains a complex issue to explore because they 
are contextually dependent and vary according to different teaching contexts, in-
dividual teachers and students. One example is the ‘paradox of the Chinese 
learner’ pointed out by Watkins and Biggs (1996). In traditional Western under-
standing, memorisation is a rote learning method for learners to enhance their 
memory of the learning content to pass exams. It is not related to deepening learn-
ers’ understanding of the content, which thus is a surface approach to learning. 
However, Chinese learners believe that understanding is a slow process requiring 
a lot of hard work, thus they apply memorisation and repetition in learning to de-
velop a deep understanding of the subject and accomplish conceptual develop-
ment (Chen, 2015; Li & Cutting, 2011; Watkins, 2000). In this sense, memorisa-
tion enables learners’ deep approach to learning. The ‘paradox’ shows that educa-
tional conceptions in learning could be understood differently in Western coun-
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tries and China  (Chan & Rao, 2009; Watkins, 2000). This indicates that ap-
proaches to teaching may also be conceived differently in different contexts 
(Chen, 2015).  
Discipline is another variable that influences teachers’ approaches to teaching, 
though it may not always be the case (Stes, Gijbels, & Van Petegem, 2008). Lind-
blom-Ylänne, Trigwell, Nevgi, and Ashwin (2006) found out that teachers from 
hard disciplines (chemistry and physics for example) tend to apply a teacher-fo-
cused approach to teaching, and teachers of soft disciplines (such as history and 
anthropology; Biglan, 1973a, 1973b; Neumann, Parry, & Becher, 2002) are more 
likely to apply a student-focused approach. Similar findings were also reported by 
Kemp (2013) with 344 university teachers in Singapore, and Beausaert, Segers 
and Wiltink (2013) in a secondary school in the Netherlands. 
The variation in approaches to teaching is related to teachers’ personal factors 
developed from their experience of and interaction with the teaching environ-
ments. For example, how teachers perceive the teaching environment influences 
their approaches to teaching (Prosser & Trigwell, 2014). Compared with the 
teacher-focused approach to teaching, the student-focused approach is more sen-
sitive to contextual factors (Stes et al., 2008). The student-focused approach to 
teaching is associated with teachers’ more positive perception of the teaching en-
vironment, while the teacher-focused approach to teaching is unrelated to teach-
ers’ perceptions of the teaching environment (Prosser & Trigwell, 1997).  
Besides the perceived teaching environment, Trigwell (2012) found out that 
there is a systematic relationship between teachers’ self-reported approaches to 
teaching and the emotions they experience while teaching. In particular, positive 
emotions are more associated with the student-focused approach to teaching, 
whereas negative emotions are more associated with the teacher-focused ap-
proach. This relationship is not ‘cause and effect’ but is reciprocal. Teachers with 
a student-focused teaching approach may have positive emotions with their teach-
ing because of the interaction with the students and the various teaching strategies 
they use. Teachers who are confident and satisfied with their teaching are more 
likely to communicate with the students more often and let the students ‘control 
the class’. Similarly, teachers who experience negative emotions, such as frustra-
tion and anxiety, are more likely to choose the ‘safe’ way to teach and think of 
teaching as transmitting knowledge to the students. If the task is unfinished, they 
are more likely to feel frustrated and anxious. A similar result was found by 
Postareff and Lindblom-Ylänne (2011) when they analysed the profiles of ap-
proaches to teaching described by university teachers. Teachers with the conso-
nant learning-focused profiles had the most positive emotions with teaching, such 
as enthusiasm, enjoyment and excitement, while teachers with consonant content-
focused profiles had neutral or negative emotions about teaching. Some of them 
described not being passionate about teaching and saw teaching as an obligatory 
duty alongside research. 
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The discussion on the factors related to approaches to teaching is driven by 
concerns about changing teachers’ approaches to teaching so that they could in-
fluence students’ learning in a positive way (Beausaert et al., 2013; Prosser et al., 
2003; Trigwell et al., 1999). Trigwell et al. (1999) showed that by applying the 
student-focused approach to teaching, teachers value the students’ existing 
knowledge of the subject; they encourage the students to construct their own un-
derstanding of the subject. Therefore, teachers’ student-focused approach to 
teaching is related to their students’ deep approach to learning, whereas teachers’ 
teacher-focused approach to teaching is associated with their students’ surface ap-
proach to learning (Trigwell, et al., 1999). Furthermore, students’ deep approach 
to learning is related to high-quality learning outcomes (Qureshi & Ullah, 2014; 
Trigwell & Prosser, 1991). Meanwhile, research has shown that teachers’ conso-
nant learn-focused approach to teaching is associated with students’ better ap-
proaches to learning and learning outcomes, while teachers’ dissonant approach 
to teaching is related to students’ low quality of learning, though this is not always 
the case (Uiboleht, Karm, & Postareff, 2018). Thus, we may assume that teachers’ 
consonant and student-focused approach to teaching could be an encouraging fac-
tor for students to adopt a deep approach to learning, which then leads to their 
high-quality learning outcomes. This is one of the reasons why teachers are en-
couraged to improve their approaches to teaching in a more consonant and stu-
dent-focused way.  
Approaches to teaching are dynamic and changes are possible (Lindblom-
Ylänne et al., 2006). Pedagogical training programmes are effective initiatives 
taken by universities which are aiming to change and improve teachers’ ap-
proaches to teaching (Gibbs & Coffey, 2004; Hanbury, Prosser, & Rickinson, 
2008; Postareff, Lindblom-Ylänne, & Nevgi, 2007, 2008; Stes, Clement, & Van 
Petegem, 2007). With a study involving 204 Finnish university teachers, Postareff 
et al. (2007) reported evidence that teacher training has an effect on the change in 
approaches to teaching from teacher-focused to student-focused, though the pro-
cess is slow. In addition, the teacher-focused approach is more stable and harder 
to change than the student-focused approach. However, other researchers stated 
that the instructional training does not have a strong effect on teachers’ teaching, 
or that it may not always have an impact (Stes, Coertjens, & Van Petegem, 2010, 
2013). Different theories and epistemology are linked to teachers’ practice to ap-
proach teaching, which means that changes in their approaches to teaching first 
require foundational changes in their thinking and beliefs about knowledge and 
learning (Kemp, 2013). Thus, enormous efforts are required if teachers want to 




Teacher educators in the academic university context 
21 
Teacher educators as teacher of future teachers 
As prospective teachers, student teachers start their professional development 
when they enter the teacher education programmes. Thus, how teacher educators 
approach teaching would have a great influence on student teachers’ learning and 
development of capability as teachers. A growing body of research has investi-
gated teacher educators’ everyday practice to enrich our knowledge of teaching 
about teaching (Ball & Forzani, 2009; Berry, 2004; Berry & Loughran, 2012; 
Goubeaud & Yan, 2004; Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; Lunenberg & Korthagen, 
2003; Lunenberg et al., 2007; Swennen, Lunenberg, & Korthagen, 2008).  
Traditionally, teaching is the main task of teacher educators (Lunenberg, 
2010), and they have a strong commitment to their teacher role (Murray, 1998). 
Teacher educators are the ones to promote the development of knowledge of stu-
dent teachers (Srinivasan, 2016). However, student teachers acquire not only the 
knowledge and skills of teaching but also how to practise teaching in school situ-
ations. Teacher educators teach the ‘actual practice of teaching’, unpacking the 
tasks and activities involved in teaching into constituent parts and making it learn-
able to student teachers, whilst avoiding reducing it to propositional knowledge 
and beliefs. They further provide student teachers with opportunities to practise 
what they have learned in real teaching settings (Ball & Forzani, 2009). Further-
more, student teachers need to know how to modify teaching according to their 
students’ needs and different contexts. This requires them to acquire the ability to 
analyse educational occasions and make pedagogical decisions on their own. Ac-
cordingly, teacher educators need to implement student-focused and inquiry-ori-
ented teaching to support student teachers take ownership of their learning and 
seek answers to the questions they construct (Tom, 1985). Goubeaud and Yan 
(2004) revealed in an empirical study with American teacher educators that they 
use more often student-centred teaching methods, such as discussion and group 
work, than teachers in other faculties do.  
It is a teacher educator’s job to push student teachers beyond their learning 
needs and encourage them to learn constructively. Meanwhile, another important 
but difficult task for student teachers to accomplish during their teacher education 
study is to transform from school students to teachers through constructing sys-
tematic beliefs and professional identity (Malderez, Hobson, Tracey, & Kerr, 
2007). Student teachers have their own school experience which exerts a strong 
influence on their learning in teacher education (Berry, 2004; Lortie, 1975). They 
have developed their own beliefs about teaching during their previous learning 
experience before entering the teacher education programme (Kagan, 1992; Lor-
tie, 1975; Sang et al., 2012). A development in student teachers’ teaching beliefs 
is necessary (Nettle, 1998). Furthermore, professional identity formation in teach-
ing is a process of student teachers redefining their professional selves as teachers. 
Based on the practical knowledge of teaching, student teachers integrate their con-
ceptions of what teaching is with the interaction with the workplace context and 
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others (Lamote & Engels, 2010). Educating future teachers is more than preparing 
them for knowledge, skills, practice and behaviour, but also consider their profes-
sional identity formation at a deep level, because it is strongly related to how 
teachers will teach in the future (Schepens, Aelterman, & Vlerick, 2009). Teacher 
educators are vital in this complex process (Timoštšuk & Ugaste, 2010). 
The teaching of teacher educators, i.e., second-order teaching, is different from 
teaching students in schools (MacPhail et al., 2019). Teacher educators teach pro-
spective teachers about how to teach; in this respect, their teaching needs to reflect 
and be in accordance with teaching at all levels (Loughran & Berry, 2005). Fur-
thermore, teacher educators are models of teaching for student teachers to observe 
and imitate (Lunenberg et al., 2007). Teacher educators are expected to ‘teach as 
they preach’, because student teachers not only learn from what their teachers say 
about how to teach but more importantly, from how their teachers actually teach 
(Berry, 2004). However, student teachers’ learning of their teachers’ teaching be-
haviour may not always happen because they may not recognise it as model teach-
ing (Lunenberg et al., 2007). Thus, it is important for teacher educators to explain 
their pedagogical choices to student teachers to help them understand, and further 
to provide them with chances to practise and incorporate the experiences into their 
own teaching (Lunenberg & Korthagen, 2003; Lunenberg et al., 2007; Swennen 
et al., 2008). This requires teacher educators to reflect on and have a thorough 
understanding of their teaching, and to have a deep knowledge of pedagogical and 
educational theory, and to be able to link the relevant theory to their own and their 
students’ teaching practice (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999; MacPhail et al., 2019; 
Swennen et al., 2008). 
2.3 Teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and 
the relationship with approaches to teaching 
Teacher educators are professionals in teaching and education (Guberman et al., 
2020), and are described as the models for student teachers to imitate (Lunenberg 
et al., 2007). They are expected to be competent to apply various approaches to 
teaching and to have confidence in their competence to teach. Meanwhile, whether 
teacher educators have self-beliefs in their efficacy to cultivate student teachers 
through their teaching are important, which influences the ways they teach and 
their teaching performance (Kaye & Brewer, 2013; Lumpe, Vaughn, Henrikson, 
& Bishop, 2014). Thus, teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching are a 
vital aspect to discuss when the aim is to explore their approaches to teaching. 
Self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and approaches to teaching 
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs are described as individual teachers’ beliefs in their 
capacity to carry out activities to attain given educational goals (Skaalvik & 
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Skaalvik, 2010; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). It is domain-specific, and 
teachers may have different levels of self-efficacy across different domains, for 
example in their instructional practice and classroom management skills (Perera, 
Calkins, & Part, 2019). Self-efficacy beliefs in teaching are personal characteris-
tics that influence teachers’ approaches to teaching in the relative domain and 
context (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2006; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs affect both teachers’ general orientation to the educational 
process and their specific teaching practices. They determine individuals’ goal 
setting and commitment to it, furthermore, how they utilise the knowledge and 
skills to accomplish the goal (Bandura, 1993). Teachers high in self-efficacy are 
more likely to set higher educational goals for themselves and their students. They 
are willing to differentiate instructions to adjust their teaching for students with 
differing abilities and apply various teaching approaches to improve their stu-
dents’ thinking, motivation and engagement to pursue good learning outcomes 
(Dixon et al., 2014; Pitkäniemi, 2002). Teachers with a strong sense of teaching 
self-efficacy are more favourably disposed to the student-focused approach to 
teaching (Kaye & Brewer, 2013). They teach in constructivist and inquiry-based 
ways and are more open to new instructional practices. The low efficacious teach-
ers tend to apply more of the teacher-focused approach to teaching in the tradi-
tional and ‘safe’ ways, such as reading- and writing-based tasks (Chichekian & 
Shore, 2016; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988; Nie, Tan, Liau, Lau, & Chua, 
2013; Temiz & Topcu, 2013).  
Self-efficacy beliefs are not only correlated to teachers’ approaches to teaching 
directly, but also to their emotional feelings while teaching (Bandura, 1993), and 
to their persistence, enthusiasm and commitment in teaching (Allinder, 1994; Co-
ladarci, 1992; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). A strong sense of self-efficacy enables 
teachers to put more time and effort to solve the problems they encountered in 
teaching (Lumpe et al., 2014). They are willing to pay more attention to and sup-
port students with difficulties in learning (Ashton, Webb, & Doda, 1983). Thus, 
they are more likely to feel strong personal accomplishments and reduced feelings 
of stress and depression (Bandura, 1994). However, teachers with weaker beliefs 
in their self-effectiveness tend to avoid challenging academic tasks. They experi-
ence more difficulties in teaching and work-related stress and are less satisfied 
with their job (Betoret, 2006).  
Teachers’ beliefs in their teaching efficacy influence their teaching-related 
feelings and behaviour to form the teaching-learning environment (Bandura, 
1993). The more teachers believe in their own ability to have a positive effect on 
students’ learning, the more they invest effort in teaching, and thus the more likely 
they are to build a stimulating learning environment for their students (Caprara, 
Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006). Moreover, teacher self-efficacy is related 
to student learning (Mojavezi & Tamiz, 2012), and students’ efficacy in learning 
is enhanced when their teachers have a stronger sense of efficacy in teaching 
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(Chang, 2015; Sarac & Aslan-Tutak, 2017). Meanwhile, students’ strengthened 
efficacy could act as a mediating factor between the teachers’ efficacy and the 
students’ learning achievement. By positively influencing students’ efficacy in 
learning of a specific task, the more efficacious teachers were in teaching the task, 
the better the students achieved in their learning outcomes (Chang, 2015).  
In teacher education particularly, student teachers are provided with profes-
sional education and training to become competent and effective future teachers. 
Thus, it also has certain requirements for teacher educators to be competent and 
effective to be able to complete their work, such as teaching. More importantly, 
teacher educators should believe in their ability to teach and that they can make a 
difference in their students’ learning (Gupta & Goswami, 2014). However, few 
studies have explored the self-efficacy beliefs of teacher educators (Attri & Devi, 
2017; Gorski, Davis, & Reiter, 2012; Gupta & Goswami, 2014; Tobery-Nystrom, 
2011). Using the self-study methodology, Tobery-Nystrom (2011) explored and 
reflected on the self-efficacy of a teacher educator to fulfil her everyday work. 
Gorski et al. (2012) discussed teacher educators’ self-efficacy in teaching multi-
cultural teacher education courses in the United States. Gupta and Goswami 
(2014) found that teacher educators with high occupational self-efficacy also have 
higher scores in professional effectiveness, which means that they perform their 
daily work as teachers effectively. Attri and Devi (2017) revealed that teacher 
educators’ self-efficacy beliefs are positively correlated to their professional com-
mitment. Nevertheless, how teacher educators perceive their self-efficacy in 
teaching and how it could influence their approaches to teaching have rarely been 
explored. 
The change and development of self-efficacy beliefs in teaching 
Previous research findings revealed that a high level of self-efficacy beliefs is im-
portant for teachers to accomplish their work. Thus, a further question is how we 
can improve teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1994) suggested four ways 
to develop people’s self-efficacy, i.e., through mastery experience, experiences 
provided by social models, social persuasion, and by reducing people’s negative 
emotions. In the field of teaching and education, teacher self-efficacy is revealed 
to relate to many cognitions and beliefs. It varies between teachers and within a 
teacher (Pitkäniemi, 2002). For example, teaching experience affects teachers’ 
self-efficacy. The more experienced teachers have more confidence in providing 
sufficient instructional strategies and managing disruptive classroom situations 
(Taimalu, Kikas, Hinn, & Niilo, 2010; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Teacher 
efficacy is a self-perceived belief and is shaped by social forces, such as teachers’ 
workload and work conditions (Pitkäniemi, 2002). High-quality relationships the 
teachers have with their students and community are an important source for them 
to enhance their self-efficacy beliefs (Korte & Simonsen, 2018). 
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The factors influencing teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have been explored. Fur-
thermore, professional development and training programmes aimed at improving 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs are carried out (Lumpe et al., 2014; Posnanski, 
2002). Ross and Bruce (2007) found out that professional development pro-
grammes have a positive effect on sixth grade teachers’ self-efficacy for class-
room management. For teachers working in higher education, Postareff et al. 
(2007) revealed that pedagogical training affects university teachers’ self-effi-
cacy, though the process is slow. The results showed that the teachers who had 
less than one year of training scored lower than the teachers who did not have any 
training at all. Only after one year of training did teachers’ self-efficacy reach a 
higher level (Postareff et al., 2007). 
2.4 Teacher educators’ burnout and its relationship with ap-
proaches to teaching 
As mentioned in previous sections, teacher educators take an extensive responsi-
bility in educating future teachers and they play a crucial role in optimising and 
maintaining high-quality education. Multiple tasks are assigned to them, and they 
are expected to acquire the competencies to accomplish their roles (Ben-Peretz, 
2001; Celik, 2011; Koster et al., 2005; Smith, 2005). However, the demanding 
work and increasing workload are related to teachers’ experiences of exhaustion 
(Kumar & Mellsop, 2013). Brewer and McMahan (2003) explored job stress and 
burnout among a group of industrial and technical teacher educators. They found 
that the participants reported a moderate level of burnout (Brewer & McMahan, 
2003). The job-person fit model of burnout explains that the cause of burnout is a 
misfit between the individual and the job (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; 
McGeary & McGeary, 2012). It is possible that teacher educators are stressed and 
experience burnout when they are overburdened, which will then influence their 
well-being and teaching (McGeary & McGeary, 2012; Retelsdorf, Butler, Stre-
blow, & Schiefele, 2010). Thus, exploring their experiences of burnout is neces-
sary for considering their preparation for teaching and other work in teacher edu-
cation. 
Teacher burnout, self-efficacy beliefs and approaches to teaching 
Teacher burnout and teacher stress are two related concepts that are often explored 
coherently in teacher well-being studies (Howard & Johnson, 2004; Kyriacou, 
1987; Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). Burnout is an individual experience that 
relates to teachers’ approaches to teaching directly and indirectly through their 
cognitive beliefs such as self-efficacy beliefs. It was first mentioned by Freuden-
berger in 1974 and described as ‘to fail, wear out or become exhausted by making 
Yanling Cao 
26 
excessive demands on energy, strength, or resources’ (Freudenberger, 1974; Ku-
mar & Mellsop, 2013). It was originally considered as a social rather than a re-
search issue until the 1980s when the scientific investigation of occupational burn-
out started to grow (McGeary & McGeary, 2012). The definitions of burnout have 
been developing along with research findings all the time, the most widely ac-
cepted one is a three-dimensional model: exhaustion, cynicism (also mentioned as 
‘depersonalisation’ in some studies) and professional inadequacy (i.e., reduced 
personal accomplishment) (Kumar & Mellsop, 2013; McGeary & McGeary, 
2012; Pietarinen, Pyhältö, Soini, & Salmela-Aro, 2013a, 2013b).  
Exhaustion is the central quality of burnout (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008; 
Maslach et al., 2001). It occurs when an individual feels exhausted by the emo-
tional demands of work and lack emotional energy (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998; 
Maslach, et al., 2001). It leads to people developing an indifference or cynical 
attitude and keeping a distance from the work and others, i.e., the second dimen-
sion of burnout, cynicism. Cynicism is a self-protective mechanism that helps the 
individual to protect the emotion and get away from the overburdening work. It is 
hard to feel effective when an individual feels exhausted and has negative attitudes 
about others. This can lead to the experience of professional inadequacy whereby 
an individual feels ineffective when fulfilling his/her job. The growing sense of 
inadequacy and a declining sense of competence may lead to a feeling of failure 
(McGeary & McGeary, 2012). 
Teacher burnout and teacher stress are two linked but separated phenomena 
(Howard & Johnson, 2004). Teacher stress is teachers’ experience of negative 
feelings or emotional problems resulting from the stressors in teacher work (Kyr-
iacou, 1987; Salami, 2011). Burnout can be seen as one kind of job stress, but has 
different antecedents, correlates and consequences (Pines & Keinan, 2005). Some 
researchers considered teacher burnout, showing as syndromes of physical, emo-
tional and attitudinal exhaustion, to be a result of prolonged teacher stress (How-
ard & Johnson, 2004; Kyriacou, 1987; Salami, 2011; Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 
1997). Teachers are under a great deal of pressure from their teaching and other 
work, such as improving students’ academic performance and fulfilling the re-
quirements of educational reforms (Leung & Lee, 2006; McGeary & McGeary, 
2012). They may experience burnout if they cannot cope with the stress success-
fully (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  
Teacher burnout is related to individuals’ cognitive beliefs. For example, a 
negative relationship between teacher self-efficacy and teacher burnout was found 
(Friedman, 2003; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010), though the models for examining 
the relationship are quite complicated (Friedman, 2003). Self-efficacy plays an 
important role in perceived burnout through its impact on other determinants and 
its cyclical nature (Friedman, 2003). It constitutes a source factor of burnout, and 
job stress operates as a mediator between them (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). 
Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) argued that the relationship between teacher self-
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efficacy and burnout may be reciprocal. Teachers’ low self-efficacy may result in 
burnout and experience of burnout may lead to a sense of low self-efficacy, though 
further studies are needed to explore the causal relationship between them 
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  
It is indicated that teachers with burnout are more likely to experience dimin-
ished self-efficacy (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003). Burnout influences teachers’ mo-
tivation and emotions (McGeary & McGeary, 2012; Pietarinen et al., 2013a; Re-
telsdorf et al., 2010). Teachers with burnout are more likely to give themselves 
low self-evaluation and experience more negative emotions, such as lacking con-
fidence, depression, anxiety, anger and hopelessness (McGeary & McGeary, 
2012). Thus, they tend to apply more of the teacher-focused approaches to teach-
ing characterised as performance-oriented, which are related less to students’ de-
velopment of conceptual application skills (Retelsdorf et al., 2010). They have a 
low tolerance for dealing with challenging students and their behavioural prob-
lems (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008; Kokkinos, Panayiotou, & Davazoglou, 2005).  
A recent study investigated the causal relationship between teacher burnout 
and teaching interactive practices by using the latter as predictive variables. It is 
revealed that teachers’ student-centred participation practices are a negative pre-
dictor of their emotional exhaustion and low personal accomplishment. In con-
trast, teachers’ teacher-centred practices are a positive predictor of their emotional 
exhaustion. One interpretation is that teachers’ promotion of active participation 
by students in classroom activities could lead to their feeling of professional real-
isation and reduced burnout. Meanwhile, teachers struggling to control their inter-
action with students are more vulnerable to experience burnout (Mameli & Moli-
nari, 2017). 
The prevention of teacher burnout 
Burnout affects teachers’ choices of teaching methods and responses to students’ 
learning needs (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008). Thus, variables relevant to teachers’ 
experiences of burnout have been explored (Kumar & Mellsop, 2013). For exam-
ple, at the individual level, age is a predicting factor of burnout. Young teachers 
experience more emotional exhaustion than their senior colleagues do (Lau, Yuen, 
& Chan, 2005). For teacher educators, demographic variables significantly pre-
dicted job stress and burnout, however, the portion of the variance of job stress 
and burnout that can be explained by demographic factors is small (Brewer & 
McMahan, 2003). At the institutional and environmental level, the overburdened 
working environment and social conflict may be the resources for teachers’ in-
creasing burnout (Pietarinen et al., 2013a). One study reviewed the literature on 
burnout among university teaching staff and indicated that research, time pres-
sures, diminished collegiality, and teaching large classes could trigger the experi-
ence of burnout (Watts & Robertson, 2011). Working conditions, such as teaching 
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load and office hours, are also related to teachers’ emotional exhaustion (Lackritz, 
2004). Furthermore, the teacher-student relationship is one predictive factor af-
fecting teachers’ cynicism (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008). The lack of institutional 
support was the main stressor for teacher educators’ burnout (Brewer & 
McMahan-Landers, 2003).  
It is argued that a moderate level of stress may have a positive effect on teacher 
educators’ work performance. However, researchers also warned that the increas-
ing occupational stress could lead to health problems (Nagra & Arora, 2013). 
Teacher burnout becomes one of the factors for predicting the intention to quit 
teaching (Leung & Lee, 2006). It has also been noted that teacher burnout is asso-
ciated with student behaviour and learning outcomes (Dorman, 2003; Wong, Ru-
ble, Yu, & McGrew, 2017). Thus, interventions and measures to prevent teacher 
burnout are encouraged (Maslach et al., 2001; McGeary & McGeary, 2012). For 
example, previous studies suggested that teachers could learn both self- and co-
regulation to regulate their behaviour to reduce burnout and construct a better 
working environment (Pietarinen et al., 2013a). However, individuals normally 
have less control over the stressors in their work environment. The situational and 
organisational factors play a bigger role in preventing burnout than the individual 
factors (Maslach, 2003). Therefore, social support from colleagues and institu-
tions is important (Leung & Lee, 2006; Richards, Hemphill, & Templin, 2018).  
2.5 Summary of the theoretical framework 
Teacher educators are responsible for educating student teachers as future teachers 
about the complex nature of teaching and learning and help them to understand its 
evidence base (Smith, 2011). Though they work in their own context with differ-
ences in educational systems and policies, and teacher education practices, their 
work is of crucial importance is a widespread agreement internationally. As a 
unique group, they share some similar experiences and problems while working.  
For teacher educators in Finland and China, teacher education in the university 
context provides them with opportunities to work with multiple roles and tasks. 
The external requirements in teacher education put teacher educators in a demand-
ing work situation (Ben-Peretz, 2001). Finland has set up well-developed re-
search-based teacher education as the main theme for teacher educators to manage 
their research and teaching (Toom et al., 2008, 2010). Meanwhile, their colleagues 
in China are facing a series of ongoing changes in the working environment be-
cause of the reform of initial teacher education (Zhou & Reed, 2005; Zhu & Han, 
2006). The Chinese teacher educators are being challenged to shift their educa-
tional ideology and working routines in accordance with the initiatives introduced 
nationally and internationally (Guo, 2005; Hu et al., 2014; Li, 2010; Sang et al., 
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2012; Ye et al., 2019; Yuan & Lee, 2014; Zhou, 2014). Teacher educators’ re-
search-teaching integration and approaches to teaching are situational phenomena 
explored in the two Finnish and Chinese teacher education contexts accordingly. 
The study of teacher educators used to get little attention because the teaching 
of teaching has not been perceived as being specialised expertise as the knowledge 
in other fields (Berry, 2004). Thus, teacher educators were expected to learn about 
themselves and their work on their own as individual endeavours. However, the 
arguments presented in the above sections provide a theoretical basis for exploring 
teacher educators’ work for the present dissertation study (Figure 3). 
 
 
Figure 3. Summary of the theoretical framework of this doctoral thesis. 
The situation for university-based teacher educators is that teaching and conduct-
ing research are their important responsibilities. A deep understanding of how they 
approach their teaching and research to further the development of teaching and 
teacher education is under request. Thus, teacher educators’ research-teaching 
nexus and practice to integrate research and teaching are the core phenomena ex-
plored in this thesis, which reflect their perceptions of teaching and research, and 
their relationship with the students and the teaching environment. The student-
focused approach to teaching is favoured in some studies (Postareff et al., 2007; 
Trigwell et al., 1999), but the dissonant approaches to teaching are found in broad 
teaching contexts (Postareff et al., 2008; Stes & Van Petegem, 2014; Uiboleht et 
al., 2016). Teacher educators need to be able to apply the various approaches to 
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teaching to suit the different teaching situations and student groups (Chen, 2015), 
which is the second main concern of the study.  
The changes in the approach to teaching are related to various factors. The 
present thesis firstly focuses on the interaction between teacher educators’ re-
search-teaching nexus and integration, and approaches to teaching. Secondly, the 
study examines how their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and experiences of 
burnout influence their approaches to teaching, which mirror their emotional and 
psychological aspects when teaching and interacting with students. Emotion acts 
as the internal link between approaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teach-
ing and burnout (Bandura, 1993; Lau et al., 2005; Mameli & Molinari, 2017; 
McGeary & McGeary, 2012; Trigwell, 2012). 
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs and burnout have been conceptualised in several 
contexts with various operational definitions in previous studies, which results in 
different measures used to assess them (Friedman, 2003). This makes it hard to 
interpret the research findings across different research contexts (Tschannen-Mo-
ran & Hoy, 2001). Most research on teacher self-efficacy is conducted among 
preservice teachers and elementary and middle school teachers. Meanwhile, 
though many empirical studies have explored university teachers’ burnout, few 
studies have focused on teacher educators (Nagra & Arora, 2013). It has been 
pointed out that teacher efficacy is task- and context-specific (Taimalu et al., 2010; 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Teachers perceive their self-efficacy in different 
situations differently (Malinen et al., 2013). Thus, as suggested in one study, do-
main-specific research on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs could provide teachers 
with context-specific suggestions concerning teaching and thus should be encour-
aged (Klassen, Tze, Betts, & Gordon, 2011). Internationally speaking, Chinese 
teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs and experiences of burnout is an under-
researched area, which needs further attention. 
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3 The aims of the study 
The university-based teacher educators work in a teacher education context in 
which research and teaching interrelate and interact in complicated ways (Mac-
Phail et al., 2019). The complexity of teacher educators’ work requires a rethink-
ing of their roles and responsibilities, and how they deliver their work (McMahon 
et al., 2015; Vanassche et al., 2015). Therefore, the overall purpose of this doctoral 
thesis is to deepen our understanding of how teacher educators consider and ap-
proach their research and teaching work. To be more precise, the aim of the study 
is to explore teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness and roles as 
teachers and/or researchers, their practice to integrate research and teaching, and 
how these relate to their approaches to teaching. In addition, the study investigates 
how teacher educators’ personal characteristics and experiences, i.e., their self-
efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout, predict their approaches to teaching.  
The following research questions are addressed in three sub-studies to achieve 
the research aims: 
1. How do teacher educators report the closeness between their research and 
teaching, and their roles as teachers and/or researchers? (Studies I and II) 
2. How do teacher educators report integrating research into teaching? 
(Study I) 
3. What approaches to teaching do teacher educators report adopting? (Stud-
ies I and II) 
4. How are teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness and 
teacher/researcher role related to their approaches to teaching? (Stud-
ies I and II) 
5. How is teacher educators’ research-teaching integration related to 
their reported approaches to teaching? (Study I) 
6. How are their reported approaches to teaching related to their self-
efficacy beliefs in teaching? (Study III) 
7. How are their reported approaches to teaching related to their expe-
riences of burnout? (Study III) 
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4 Methodology 
4.1 Research contexts 
Teacher education in Finland 
In Finland, the public sector educational institutions from elementary school to 
higher education is financed by the government to guarantee equal opportunity 
and high-quality education for everyone. The development of teacher education 
can be traced back to the 1860s when the first teacher training college was estab-
lished. The Teacher Education Act was promulgated in 1971, and in 1974, teacher 
education programmes for primary and secondary school teachers were incorpo-
rated into universities (Tirri, 2014; Uusiautti & Määttä, 2013).  
Teacher education is now provided at eight universities in Finland and includes 
programmes of class teacher education, subject teacher education, home econom-
ics teacher education, craft teacher education, special education and kindergarten 
teacher education (Kansanen, 2003). Teachers in Finland enjoy high status as pro-
fessionals and teaching is regarded as a noble profession driven by a moral pur-
pose (Niemi, Toom, & Kallioniemi, 2012). Therefore, teacher education attracts 
many young talented students to apply for the study places. The competition in 
the entrance examination is quite hard, and only the most outstanding applicants 
are selected. After graduation, the students receive the formal teaching qualifica-
tion and can apply for teaching positions. The graduates are qualified to work as 
teachers as well as researchers of education. With the master’s degree, they are 
automatically qualified to continue to doctoral studies (Kansanen, 2014).  
Finland does not have a detailed national curriculum for teacher education; the 
general principles of university degrees apply to the teacher education curricula. 
The eight universities have autonomy in organising their own teaching and re-
search activities (Tryggvason, 2012). Student teachers are required to finish a 
three-year bachelor’s degree (180 ECTS3) and a two-year master’s degree (120 
ECTS), including bachelor’s and master’s theses (but an exception is the kinder-
garten teachers’ qualification is with a bachelor’s degree) (Niemi, 2016; Tirri, 
2014). Class student teachers are educated to teach grades 1-6. They major in ed-
ucational sciences and minor in other disciplines. The class teacher education cur-
riculum includes studies in educational sciences (140 ECTS including teaching 
practice of 20 ECTS), compulsory minor subject (60 ECTS), optional studies (75 
                                                          
 
3 ECTS is European Credit Transfer System. One ECTS credit corresponds to 28 hours of 
work (Niemi & Nevgi, 2014). 
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ECTS) and orientation studies (25 ECTS). Secondary student teachers are edu-
cated to teach grades 7-9. They complete the major subject studies in their subject 
faculties and pedagogical studies in educational sciences as their minor subject 
(60 ECTS including teaching practice of 20 ECTS) (Niemi, 2016; Niemi & Jakku-
Sihvonen, 2011). The research-based approach is an overall principle for all the 
teacher education programmes (Kansanen, 2003). Research elements are involved 
in teacher education study at the very beginning, such as literature reading and 
research methods courses (Krokfors et al., 2011).  
This thesis study involved all the six teacher education programmes of the 
eight universities in Finland (some participants worked in more than one pro-
gramme). Most reports were from class teacher education (n = 72) and subject 
teacher education (n = 43), followed by kindergarten teacher education (n = 23), 
special education (n = 14), craft teacher education (n = 12) and home economics 
teacher education (n = 8). The courses covered a broad range of content. For ex-
ample, education theory like multicultural education, pedagogical studies for sec-
ondary subject teachers, subject didactics such as geography and music. Courses 
for research methods and thesis seminars were also involved. The class size varied 
from groups as small as four people to big classes involving as many as 100 stu-
dents. The students’ study level ranged from the first year to senior level such as 
the fourth year. The various teaching methods were reported, including lectures, 
group study and discussion, individual reading and thesis writing. 
Teacher education in China 
Teacher education has a long history in China, but the formal teacher education 
system was established in the late 1890s (Li, 2012). At the end of the 20th century, 
Chinese teacher education has approached its new era, starting with a new round 
of reform and the establishment of a series of laws and guidance (Guo, 2005; Li, 
2012). The first Teachers Law was promulgated in 1993. It claimed teachers as 
the cornerstone of the country’s educational development and specified terms to 
guarantee the quality of teachers (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic 
of China, 1993). For example, primary school teachers are required to hold at least 
a graduation certificate from junior normal colleges4, and junior high school teach-
ers need to have a bachelor’s degree (Li, 2012). Meanwhile, the Ministry of Edu-
cation requires teachers to obtain a teaching certificate to teach at schools of all 
types and levels (Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, 1995).   
                                                          
 
4 Usually, junior normal colleges provide three-year teacher education programmes. 
Graduates are granted a graduation certificate after they successfully complete their study 
(Li, 2012). 
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Pre-service teacher education in China is mainly provided by normal educa-
tional institutions with a three-level system, namely normal schools, junior normal 
colleges and normal universities. Some comprehensive universities also provide 
teacher education programmes (Li, 2012). By 2019, 605 higher education institu-
tions were providing teacher education, 199 are normal educational institutions, 
and 406 are non-normal universities and colleges5 (Ministry of Education of the 
People’s Republic of China, 2019). There are five national key teachers’ univer-
sities6, which are under the administration of the Ministry of Education. Mean-
while, each province has a provincial key teachers’ university that is affiliated 
with the provincial education administration. Because of the unbalanced eco-
nomic and cultural development across the huge country, different regions and 
provinces vary extensively concerning matters including the investment in teacher 
education, development of the institutional system and teacher education pro-
grammes (Yang & Wu, 1999). 
Normally teachers’ universities in China offer teacher education as four-year 
bachelor’s and three-year master’s programmes, and some universities also pro-
vide three to five years of doctoral programmes (Li, 2012). The undergraduate 
curriculum typically includes three parts: a) the general education courses such as 
political theories and foreign language, b) professional education courses like ed-
ucational psychology, pedagogy, subject-specific teaching methodology and 
teaching practice, and c) subject matter courses such as mathematics and history 
(Zhou, 2014). A dissertation is required for a bachelor’s degree (Li, 2012). The 
Teacher Education Curriculum Standards issued in 2011 establish the detailed 
guidance for institutions to develop their teacher education programmes (Rao, 
2013; Zhou, 2014). They stipulate the minimum credits of the professional edu-
cation courses required for student teachers. For example, they need to acquire at 
least 32 credits7 to become primary school teachers (Ministry of Education of the 
People’s Republic of China, 2011). The required total study credits vary between 
institutions.  
This thesis includes research at two teachers’ universities located in the north-
eastern part of China. One is a national key university and the other is a provincial 
key university that is in the same area as the first one. The two universities are 
                                                          
 
5 Since the teacher education reform in 1990s, some comprehensive universities set up 
teacher education programmes. To distinguish them from the traditional normal educa-
tional institutions, these comprehensive universities involved in teacher education are re-
ferred as non-normal/non-teachers universities and colleges (Rao, 2013). 
6 The key universities normally receive more financial resources, and have better teachers 
and teaching facilities to guarantee a development priority. The aim is to achieve a higher 
educational outcome by providing the limited resources to some of the universities (Li, 
2012). 




representatives of the high quality of teacher education in China. Nine faculties 
from the two universities were involved in the study, including faculties repre-
senting soft sciences such as Faculties of Education, Arts, History and Foreign 
Languages, and faculties representing hard sciences, like Faculties of Chemistry, 
Biological Sciences, Mathematics and Statistics, Physics and Geographical Sci-
ences. The programmes were at the bachelor’s level from the first to fourth years 
and at the master’s level. The courses included professional education courses, 
such as educational psychology and pedagogy, and subject-specific teaching 
methodologies. The student number of these courses varied from a small group of 
four to a large group of 400. Diverse teaching methods were used in the courses, 
such as lectures, discussion, group work, written assignments and student presen-
tations. 
4.2 Participants 
A total of 216 teacher educators participated in this thesis study, 101 teacher edu-
cators from Finland and 115 from China. The 101 Finnish teacher educators in 
Study I were from teacher education programmes of the eight universities in Fin-
land. Thirty-eight (37.6%) came from the University of Helsinki, and 63 (62.4%) 
were from other universities, including the University of Tampere, University of 
Turku and University of Eastern Finland. Ninety-two participants gave infor-
mation about their age, which differed from 26 to 71 years (M = 51; SD = 10.47). 
Thirty-one participants (30.7%) were male and 68 (67.3%) were female, two (2%) 
did not report their gender. 77.2% of the participants (n = 78) held a doctoral de-
gree, 19.8% (n = 20) possessed a master’s degree, and 3% (n = 3) did not specify 
their education level. The participants’ teaching experience varied from one to 39 
years (M = 16.16; SD = 10.71). Most Finnish teacher educators in the study (n = 
93, 92.1%) had a formal teaching certificate. Twenty-eight participants (27.7%) 
had pedagogical training and 25 of them had credits from the training, which var-
ied from two to 60 credits (M = 16.68; SD = 17.97). Another 72 (71.3%) did not 
participate in any pedagogical training during their work as teacher educators, and 
one did not report on his/her pedagogical training. Among the 99 participants who 
reported the composition of their workload (teaching, research, administration and 
other work adding to 100% in total), 64 (64.7%) considered themselves more in 
teaching than in conducting research in everyday work; 23 (23.2%) reported con-
ducting research more than teaching; the other 12 participants (12.1%) mentioned 
that teaching and research took up the same amounts of time in their work. 
Studies II and III included 115 Chinese teacher educators from two teachers’ 
universities. Twenty-eight (24.3%) were from the Faculty of Education, and 87 
(75.7%) worked in teacher education programmes in other faculties. The age of 
the participants varied from 26 to 54 years (M = 39; SD = 6.42). Forty-nine par-
ticipants (42.6%) were male and 63 (54.8%) were female, three participants 
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(2.6%) did not give information about their gender. Seventy-nine (68.7%) held a 
doctoral degree, 35 (30.4%) had a master’s degree and one (0.9%) had a bache-
lor’s degree. One hundred and eleven teacher educators had teaching experience 
from one to 33 years (M = 13; SD = 7.66), 18% of them (n = 20) were early career 
teacher educators with a teaching experience of five years or less. One hundred 
and nine participants (94.8%) had a formal teaching certificate, and 105 partici-
pants’ certificate was at the higher education level. Of the participants, 74.8% (n 
= 86) reported participating in pedagogical training ranging from three days to 12 
months (M = 1.91 months; SD = 2.21); 22.6% of the participants (n = 26) did not 
have any training concerning their pedagogy since they became teacher educators; 
2.6% of them (n = 3) did not mention their pedagogical training. For most partic-
ipants (n = 61), the pedagogical training lasted one month or less. One hundred 
and thirteen participants reported the composition of their workload in percentage. 
Sixty (53.1%) confirmed teaching more than doing research, 36 (31.9%) reported 
doing research more than teaching, other 17 (15%) thought that teaching and re-
search occupied equal amounts of time in their workload. 
4.3 Materials 
A mixed-methods approach was applied to investigate the research questions. The 
mixed-methods data collection strategy was applied in which qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected concurrently (Driscoll, Appiah-Yeboah, Salib, & 
Rupert, 2007). The participants responded to a questionnaire with 34 closed ques-
tions and one open-ended question. The open-ended question offered abundant 
qualitative responses to explain the closed questions. It further assisted the under-
standing of how the teacher educators in the study integrated their research into 
teaching in everyday practice. A summary of the questionnaire and how it was 











Table 4.3-1. Summary of the questionnaire. 
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Stress 1 Ten-point  
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Firstly, teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness, their teacher/re-
searcher role, and ways to integrate research and teaching were measured by three 
items developed by the researchers involved in this thesis study (Table 4.3-2). 
Table 4.3-2. Items of teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness, teacher/researcher 
role, and research-teaching integration. 
1. How much do you think your research is related to your teaching? 
2. To what extent do you consider yourself as a teacher and a researcher? 
3. Please describe how you combine your research with your teaching; you can give specific ex-
amples here. 
 
Secondly, teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching were explored with 
22 items from the revised version of the Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI-
R; Trigwell et al., 2005; Table 4.3-3), with 11 items on each of the student-focused 
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Table 4.3-3. The revised version of the Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI-R; Trigwell et al., 
2005). 
Student-focused approach to teaching 
1. In this course I try to develop a conversation with my students about the topics we are study-
ing. 
2. I set aside some teaching time so that the students can discuss, among themselves, key con-
cepts and ideas in this subject. 
3. I encourage students to restructure their existing knowledge in terms of the new way of thinking 
about the subject that they will develop. 
4. In teaching sessions for this subject, I deliberately provoke debate and discussion. 
5. I make available opportunities for students in this course to discuss their changing understand-
ing of the subject. 
6. It is better for students in this course to generate their own notes rather than copy mine. 
7. A lot of teaching time in this course should be used to question students’ ideas.  
8. I see teaching as helping students develop new ways of thinking in this subject. 
9. In teaching this subject it is important for me to monitor students’ understanding of the subject 
matter. 
10. Teaching in this course should help students question their own understanding of the subject 
matter. 
11. Teaching in this course should support students to find their own learning resources. 
Teacher-focused approach to teaching 
1. In this course students should focus their study on what I provide them. 
2. It is important that the course is completely described in terms of specific objectives that relate 
to the assessment of the course. 
3. It is important to present a lot of facts to students so that they know what they have to learn for 
this subject. 
4. In this course I concentrate on covering the information that might be available from key texts 
and readings. 
5. I structure my teaching in this subject to help students to pass the assessment of the course. 
6. I think it is important to give students a good set of notes in this course. 
7. In this course, I provide the students with the information they will need to pass the formal as-
sessments. 
8. I should know the answers to any questions that students may put to me during this course. 
9. In this course my teaching focuses on the good presenting information to students. 
10. My teaching in this course focuses on delivering what I know to the students. 
11. I present material to enable students to build up an information base in this subject. 
 
Thirdly, four items explored teacher educators’ reported self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2006; Table 4.3-4). Based on items from the 
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, 
& McKeachie, 1991), Lindblom-Ylänne and her colleagues developed these four 
correspondent items to investigate teachers’ motivational aspects to teaching and 
regulation strategies they use (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2006). 
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Table 4.3-4. Items of teacher educators’ reported self-efficacy beliefs in teaching (Lindblom-Ylänne et 
al., 2006). 
Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching 
1. I am confident that my knowledge of this subject matter is not a barrier to teaching it well.   
2. I am certain that I have the necessary skills to teach this course. 
3. I am confident that students will learn from me in this course. 
4. I am confident that my knowledge of teaching is not a barrier to teaching well. 
 
Finally, teacher educators’ experiences of burnout were investigated by six items 
from the Socio-contextual Teacher Burnout Inventory (STBI; Pietarinen et al., 
2013b). The STBI (Pietarinen et al., 2013b) measures teachers’ socio-contextual 
burnout in terms of interpersonal problems in individuals’ relations with others in 
the school context. It is based on Maslach and Jackson’s (1981) burnout scale and 
Elo, Leppänen and Jahkola’s (2003) single item of stress. The final STBI includes 
nine items in total: (1) cynicism towards the teacher community (three items), (2) 
inadequacy in teacher-pupil interaction (three items), and (3) exhaustion (two 
items) and stress (one item) (Pietarinen et al., 2013b). This dissertation study fo-
cused on teacher educators’ experiences of burnout generated from their teaching 
and interaction with student teachers. Thus, three items measuring teachers’ cyn-
icism towards the teacher community were left out. The six items on inadequacy 
in teacher-pupil interaction, and exhaustion and stress were included in the ques-
tionnaire (Table 4.3-5). The items were modified. For instance, the word “pupil” 
was replaced with “student” to make the items consistent with the present higher 
education research context. 
Table 4.3-5. Items of teacher educators’ experiences of burnout. 
Inadequacy in teacher-student interaction 
1. Dealing with problem situations considering my students often upsets me. 
2. The challenging students make me question my abilities as a teacher. 
3. I often feel I have failed in my work with students. 
Exhaustion 
1. I feel burnt out. 
2. With this work pace I don’t think I will make it to the retiring age. 
Stress 
1. Stress means a situation in which a person feels tense, restless, nervous or anxious or is una-
ble to sleep at night because his/her mind is troubled all the time. Do you feel this kind of work-
related stress? 
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The item about the closeness between research and teaching was measured with a 
five-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = no link between them” to “5 = they are 
totally related”. In the second item about teacher educators’ roles as teachers 
and/or researchers, the participants gave responses as percentages ranging from 
“0% as a teacher and 100% as a researcher” to “100% as a teacher and 0% as a 
researcher”. In the open-ended question, the participants presented their opinions 
about the research-teaching integration and gave specific examples of how they 
integrated research into the teaching of one of their courses. Twenty-nine items of 
approaches to teaching (22 items), self-efficacy beliefs in teaching (four items) 
and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction (three items) were measured with a 
five-point Likert scale varying from “1 = only rarely or never true” to “5 = almost 
always or always true”. Two items on exhaustion were measured with a seven-
point Likert scale and the single item of stress was on a ten-point Likert scale. 
These three items were measured as in the scales in the original inventory. 
In Study I, English and Finnish versions of the questionnaire were used. In the 
Finnish version, the 22 items measuring approaches to teaching included the items 
retrieved from the 16-item Finnish version of the Approaches to Teaching Inven-
tory (ATI; Trigwell & Prosser, 2004), which was used in a previous study 
(Postareff et al., 2007). Other items left in the English version were translated into 
Finnish by the supervisors of the thesis. After the translation, the Finnish version 
was filled in by two Finnish scholars. With their suggestions and a comparison 
between the original English version and the translated Finnish version, the items 
were slightly revised. In Studies II and III, a Chinese version of the questionnaire 
was applied. The 22 items of approaches to teaching were translated into Chinese 
by a Chinese researcher who was not involved in this thesis study. Other items 
were translated into Chinese by the doctoral candidate. Afterwards, the Chinese 
version was back-translated into English by two scholars who were fluent in both 
Chinese and English. The original English version and back-translated English 
version were compared, some word variations that were considered not to be in-
fluencing the core meaning of the items were found, and the items were modified. 
Furthermore, changes in terminology were made in the translations to make the 
questionnaire correspond to the specific research context. 
The questionnaire was sent to the participants in 2015. In Study I, a paper ver-
sion was first sent to the teacher educators at the University of Helsinki and the 
University of Tampere. Meanwhile, an email with the link to the questionnaire 
was sent to all the teacher educators at the eight universities in Finland. A re-
minder email was sent to them two weeks later. The participants at the University 
of Helsinki and the University of Tampere could respond to either the paper or the 
electronic version of the questionnaire, and teacher educators at the other six uni-
versities could respond to the electronic version. The Finnish response rate was 
12%. In Studies II and III, the questionnaire was sent to the Chinese teacher edu-
cators in its paper version, on which the link to the questionnaire was attached. 
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The participants returned the questionnaire within the two-week data collection 
period, and the response rate was 51%. 
The aims of the study and instructions for answering the questionnaire were 
explained to the participants at the beginning of the questionnaire. Participation 
was voluntary. Since teacher educators may apply different approaches to teach-
ing and ways to integrate research into teaching according to different teaching 
contexts (Neumann, 1992, 1994; Prosser & Trigwell, 2006), in the instructions of 
the questionnaire, respondents were asked to think of a specific course or teaching 
situation while filling in the questionnaire. Furthermore, they were asked to give 
descriptions about the course, such as the names, teaching content and methods 
used and the study level of the students. 
4.4 Analyses 
Study I was an investigation of how Finnish teacher educators integrated research 
into teaching, and how the research-teaching integration and their reported re-
search-teaching closeness and role of teachers and/or researchers correlated with 
their reported approaches to teaching. Both quantitative and qualitative research 
methods were applied. The participants’ mean scores concerning their research-
teaching closeness and teacher/researcher role were calculated first to provide a 
general picture. Then, their descriptions of research-teaching integration were an-
alysed with the qualitative content analysis applying an abductive strategy (Tim-
mermans & Tavory, 2012).  
Research-teaching integration was defined as the variety of ways teacher edu-
cators integrated the components of research into the components of teaching in 
their teaching. The analysis started with five categories of research-teaching inte-
gration drawn from previous studies (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Krokfors et al., 2011; 
Visser-Wijnveen et al., 2010). One more category was revealed after the data were 
analysed. The operational definitions of the six categories are shown in Table 4.4. 
A total of 86 descriptions were split into 159 analysis units and each analysis unit 
contains one or several sentences with one central meaning (Graneheim & 
Lundman, 2004; Stemler, 2001). The analyses went through the process of defin-
ing the categories, coding, revising the categories, and creating sub-categories. 
The data analysis process and report of research findings followed the work of Elo 
et al. (2014), and Graneheim and Lundman (2004) to increase the trustworthiness 
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Table 4.4. Category and operational definition of the category. 
Category Operational definition 
1. Teaching content is 
based on research 
Teacher educators use their own or others’ research as their teaching 
content to transfer academic knowledge to student teachers and de-
velop student teachers’ independent thinking (Visser-Wijnveen et al., 
2010). 
2. Teaching methods 
and course design are 
based on research 
Teacher educators benefit from their research in teacher education and 
develop their teaching methods accordingly (Cochran-Smith, 2005; 
Krokfors et al., 2011). 
3. Applying inquiry-ori-
ented methods in 
teaching 
Teacher educators organise the course based on inquiry-oriented ac-
tivities to guide student teachers to learn in an analytical and inquiring 
way to develop their pedagogical thinking (Krokfors et al., 2011). 
4. Acting as research-
ers in teacher educa-
tion 
Teacher educators work as researchers and conduct research on what 
and how they teach, and on topics in teacher education (Cochran-
Smith, 2005).  
5. Encouraging stu-
dent teachers’ involve-
ment in research work 
Teacher educators involve student teachers in the research process to 
provide them with the experience of conducting research (Visser-
Wijnveen et al., 2010). 
6. A supportive rela-
tionship between re-
search and teaching 
Teacher educators consider the research-teaching nexus is comple-
mentary and fairly evident. Teaching and research support each other 
in a general and broad sense. 
Note: Categories 1-5 were drawn from previous studies, category 6 was developed by the author 
of this thesis. 
 
In the first step, the doctoral candidate and the supervisors together defined the 
first five categories according to previous studies. The doctoral candidate read 
through all the descriptions repeatedly to obtain a sense of the whole and divided 
the texts into analysis units. The differences and similarities of the analysis units 
were compared. Most of the analysis units were classified into the five categories. 
However, some unclear descriptions needing further analysis were revealed. All 
the researchers worked together on the unclear descriptions and placed some of 
them into the five categories. In the second step, all the researchers worked on the 
remaining descriptions that did not fit into any of the five categories, and one more 
category was created. The doctoral candidate went through all the descriptions 
again to make sure no more categories could be found (Hickey & Kipping, 1996; 
Stemler, 2001). In the third step, according to the different aspects the participants 
stressed, the doctoral candidate analysed the main categories further, sub-catego-
ries within some of the main categories were formed. The supervisors then went 
through all the answers again and agreed with the doctoral candidate about the 
main and sub-categories, and that no more categories could be identified. The 
analysis process insured that no analysis units fall between two categories. The 
categories and sub-categories were discussed in-depth, quotations were chosen to 
give examples and illustrate the main point of the category (Elo et al., 2014; Tay-
lor-Powell & Renner, 2003). 
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In the next phase, Finnish teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching 
were explored. The function of the ATI-R (Trigwell et al., 2005) in the present 
study context was obtained by exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal 
axis factoring and Promax rotation. Two scales, the student-focused and teacher-
focused approaches to teaching, were revealed. The participants’ mean scores on 
these two scales were calculated. Next, they were grouped into three clusters by a 
two-step cluster analysis. Their different scores on the student-focused and 
teacher-focused approaches to teaching scales indicated their preference towards 
the two approaches. The three clusters were compared concerning their reported 
research-teaching closeness and teacher/researcher role by using one-way analysis 
of variance (one-way ANOVA). In the final step, the main categories of research-
teaching integration were coded into dummy variables, how research-teaching in-
tegration was associated with approaches to teaching were analysed with Chi-
square tests. 
In Studies II and III, the data collected from teacher educators in China were 
analysed. Quantitative research procedures were applied in Study II. Firstly, the 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal axis factoring and Promax rota-
tion and reliability analysis revealed a 2-factor structure of the ATI-R (Trigwell 
et al., 2005), i.e., the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching 
scales. However, some items on the student-focused and teacher-focused ap-
proaches to teaching varied and were different from the ones in the Finnish con-
text. Secondly, the participants were classified into three groups in a two-step 
cluster analysis according to their scores on the two scales of approaches to teach-
ing. Finally, one-way ANOVA was applied to compare the three clusters concern-
ing their reported closeness between research and teaching and their roles as teach-
ers and/or researchers. 
Study III was a quantitative analysis of the relationship between the partici-
pants’ reported approaches to teaching and their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching, 
and experiences of burnout. Based on the three groups of teacher educators re-
vealed in Study II, one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate the differences 
in their reported self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and experiences of burnout and 
stress to explain how the participants with different approaches to teaching dif-
fered on these variables. Afterwards, to further understand how self-efficacy be-
liefs in teaching, and burnout and stress predict the student-focused and teacher-
focused approaches to teaching, multiple regression analyses were applied. Fur-
thermore, the relationship between these variables (the student-focused and 
teacher-focused approaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching, and 
burnout and stress) was analysed to explain supplementarily how they were re-
lated to each other through a correlation analysis. 
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4.5 Summary of the methods 
The aim of this dissertation was to explore teacher educators’ reported research-
teaching closeness and teacher/researcher role, their research-teaching integration, 
and how these were related to their reported approaches to teaching, furthermore, 
how their choices of approaches to teaching were associated with the different 
levels of self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and experiences of burnout. The phe-
nomena were investigated in the teacher education contexts of Finland and China. 
To achieve the research aims, a mixed-methods research approach was applied to 
provide answers to the research questions in the best possible manner. The data 
were collected with a survey questionnaire. Furthermore, they were analysed with 
quantitative methods, such as exploratory factor analyses and one-way ANOVA, 
and qualitative content analysis. The research aims and questions, participants, 
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5 Results 
5.1 Teacher educators’ research-teaching integration 
Teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness and 
teacher/researcher role (Studies I and II) 
Before exploring teacher educators’ ways of integrating research and teaching, 
how they thought about the general relationship between research and teaching, 
and how much they perceived themselves as teachers and/or researchers were in-
vestigated first. 
The participants self-estimated how close their research was related to their 
teaching and chose one answer from the given choices. In Study I, almost 80% of 
the Finnish teacher educators considered research and teaching as either “highly 
related” or “totally related”. In other words, most of them believed that the rela-
tionship between their research and teaching were intensively close. Only five per 
cent of them thought that their research and teaching had a loose relationship, or 
there was no link between them. In Study II, about half of the Chinese teacher 
educators reported that their research and teaching were highly related or totally 
related. One third mentioned that their research and teaching were partly related. 
A minority thought that the research and teaching were loosely related or that there 
was no link between them (Table 5.1-1). 





f Percentage (%) f Percentage (%) 
“No link between them” 1 1.0 4 3.5 
“Loosely related” 4 4.0 14 12.2 
“Partly related” 15 14.9 38 33.0 
“Highly related” 51 50.5 48 41.7 
“Totally related” 27 26.7 11 9.6 
Missing answer 3 2.9 0 0 
Total 101 100 115 100 
 
Considering their teacher/researcher role, almost half of the Finnish teacher edu-
cators considered themselves more as teachers than researchers. The teacher role 
was stressed more often than the researcher role. Similar among Chinese teacher 
educators, it was revealed that the teacher role was stressed more often than the 
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researcher role by the participants, almost half of them considered themselves 
mainly as teachers in their professional field (Table 5.1-2). 




f Percentage (%) f Percentage (%) 
More researchers than teachers 20 19.8 30 26.0 
More teachers than researchers 49 48.5 54 46.9 
As much researchers as teachers 32 31.7 29 25.2 
Missing answer 0 0 2 1.9 
Total 101 100 115 100 
Finnish teacher educators’ research-teaching integration (Study I) 
Finnish teacher educators’ descriptions of their research-teaching integration were 
analysed, and six ways were found (Table 5.1-3). 
Table 5.1-3. Main and sub-category of the research-teaching integration. 
Main category (frequency) Sub-category (frequency) 
1. Teaching content is based on 
research (59) 
1.1 General information of research in a certain field is intro-
duced in teaching (21) 
1.2 Teaching content is based on one’s own research (37) 
1.3 Teaching content is based on other’s research (7) 
1.4 Research papers are used in teaching (9) 
2. Teaching methods and course 
design are based on research (8)  
3. Applying inquiry-oriented meth-
ods in teaching (7)  
4. Acting as researchers in 
teacher education (30) 
4.1 Doing research on one’s own teaching practice (9) 
4.2 Doing research on one’s teaching content (11) 
4.3 Doing research on teacher education (13) 
5. Encouraging student teachers’ 
involvement in research work (17) 
5.1 Supporting and supervising student teachers’ theses writ-
ing (12) 
5.2 Encouraging student teachers’ involvement in research 
process (6) 
6. A supportive relationship be-
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(1) Teaching content is based on research. 
Teacher educators based their teaching content on research. This was the most 
often mentioned form of research-teaching integration. The general aim was to 
transfer academic knowledge to student teachers. Because of teacher educators’ 
experience as researchers, they were able to select the most suitable content to 
integrate with the course. 
Teacher educators held different intentions when integrating research with 
teaching content. Some teacher educators introduced the general information of 
research to students, intending to set a general knowledge base of the certain re-
search field for them. Meanwhile, many teacher educators mentioned the use of 
specific research projects as examples in the course. Some of them shared the 
details of their own research, such as the processes, results and unsolved issues 
with students, and aimed to help student teachers to learn how to conduct research. 
They encouraged the students to develop interests in the topics they work on and 
inspired the students to think about the challenges that need to be solved. Some 
teacher educators used other researchers’ research, which was closely related to 
their own study topics but had different focuses. The integration broadened the 
scope of the teaching content and provided different insights for the teachers and 
students. Finally, the use of research papers in teaching was emphasised, as read-
ing materials during class or supplementary materials for assignments after class. 
These teacher educators aimed to help student teachers to develop their critical 
and independent thinking and familiarise students with academic writing. 
(2) Teaching methods and course design are based on research. 
Teacher educators’ teaching methods of a course and course design were based 
on research. Some of them conducted research on teaching methods, thus, they 
developed their teaching methods and pedagogy according to the research results. 
Others mentioned that their involvement in research gave them the chance to ac-
cess the recent knowledge on how something can be taught, thus, they adapted 
their teaching accordingly. 
(3) Applying inquiry-oriented methods in teaching. 
Teacher educators reported designing their teaching in an inquiry-based way, 
meaning that inquiry-based thinking was embedded in the whole teaching process. 
The teaching normally started with previous studies, then teacher educators 
guided the students to test the theory of others or work on the students’ own study. 
Teacher educators were guiders and gave feedback to students, who actively par-
ticipated in the learning activities. In the process, the theoretical research results 
were related to practical actions, and the teaching was analytical and systematic. 
The aim was to develop both teachers’ and students’ critical thinking, improve 
students’ independent thinking and encourage the students to be inquiry-oriented 
towards their work. 
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(4) Acting as researchers in teacher education. 
Teacher educators described their experience as researchers in teacher education. 
For these teacher educators, the research-teaching integration happened in a way 
that their research got resources and inspiration from their teaching work. Their 
research mainly focused on three domains, their own teaching practice, the content 
they were teaching, and the topics in teacher education that were related to their 
present teaching work. 
Some of them studied how they teach. This aspect was related to the above-
mentioned form of research-teaching integration that teacher educators developed 
their teaching methods based on their research results. They were practitioner-
researchers and worked alone or with their colleagues. They made well-organised 
plans before teaching and developed them into action research, meanwhile, paid 
attention to how their students approached learning during the course. Meanwhile, 
some teacher educators’ research focused on topics related to their teaching con-
tent, i.e., what they teach. Furthermore, some participants mentioned that they re-
searched broad themes in teacher education and teaching in general. These re-
search topics were related to their present teaching, thus through questionnaires 
and observations, they acquired research data from their students. The courses and 
teaching were a research site for them to obtain research inspiration and first-hand 
data. 
(5) Encouraging student teachers’ involvement in research work. 
Some teacher educators in the study described their research-teaching integration 
with their students’ participation. Two ways were mentioned. Some teachers 
talked about supervising their students to write theses or course assignments. They 
acted as tutors and their experience in academic writing helped them to guide the 
students to do the same thing. These teachers familiarised their students with how 
to report research results. They expected the students to develop research interests 
in the topics they currently working on. They mentioned that, in this way, they 
also deepened their own understanding of the research subject.  
While providing students with a more complete and deeper experience of re-
search, other teacher educators directly involved their students in the research pro-
cess. They helped the students to improve their research competence and intro-
duced them further to the discipline. Teacher educators were researchers and role 
models for student teachers. Furthermore, they considered the students as re-
searchers and colleagues engaged in the research community. 
(6) A supportive relationship between research and teaching. 
The above-mentioned five forms of research-teaching integration were interpreted 
from teacher educators’ descriptions of tangible examples. Some participants did 
not give any examples but illustrated a supportive and fairly evident research-
teaching nexus at a more general level. For some teacher educators, their research 
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benefited from their teaching work. Teaching broadened their minds on general 
topics, developed their critical thinking, and provided ideas and inspiration for 
their research. Others mentioned that research supported their teaching. By being 
involved in research activities, they got the chance to obtain new viewpoints and 
educational theory, thus they reflected on and improved their teaching constantly. 
In this way, they kept up with the changing requirements of students and society. 
In most cases, one teacher educator reported more than one way to integrate 
research with teaching. The different forms of research-teaching integration were 
interrelated with each other and revealed differences in teacher educators’ percep-
tions, such as how they perceived research, teaching and learning, and how they 
viewed their own and their students’ roles in the research-teaching integration. A 
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5.2 Teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching 
Finnish teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching (Study 
I) 
To detect how the ATI-R (Trigwell et al., 2005) functioned in the Finnish teacher 
education context, exploratory factor analyses with principal axis factoring and 
Promax rotation were applied to analyse the factor structure of the inventory. The 
scree test (Cattell, 1966) showed that the plot of eigenvalues revealed two factors 
retained with the cumulative variance extracted of 37.09% (Cattell, 1966). Fur-
thermore, exploratory factor analyses with three and four factors were also con-
ducted and the item loading tables of these analyses were compared. The two-
factor solution was finally adopted because it revealed the cleanest factor structure 
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). The two factors were the CCSF scale with nine items 
and the ITTF scale with eight items. Other items were deleted because of their low 
communalities and the reliability of the scale increased after the deletion (Table 
5.2-1). The cut off for loading of .32 to determine whether an item contributes 
towards the factor was referenced (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The factor load-
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Finnish teacher educators had high scores on the CCSF scale (M = 4.40, SD = 
.54), and lower scores on the ITTF scale (M = 2.9, SD = .66). One previous study 
has identified the existence of student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to 
teaching, as well as dissonant approaches to teaching in the Finnish context 
(Postareff et al., 2008). Study I applied a two-step cluster analysis to classify Finn-
ish teacher educators based on the approaches to teaching they reported adopting. 
The analysis revealed three clusters with the lowest BIC coefficient of 117.40 and 
the largest ratio of distance measures of 2.41 (Table 5.2-2 and Figure 4). 
Table 5.2-2. Means and standard deviations of the three Finnish teacher educator clusters on the 
CCSF and ITTF scales. 
Cluster 
CCSF ITTF 
M SD M SD 
Cluster 1Finland (n = 38) 4.68 .23 2.27 .37 
Cluster 2Finland (n = 32) 4.73 .23 3.42 .37 
Cluster 3Finland (n = 31) 3.73 .42 3.14 .53 
 
 
Figure 4. Means of the three Finnish teacher educator clusters on the CCSF and ITTF scales. 
The three clusters were compared to see how they differed from each other at a 
statistically significant level (Table 5.2-3). It was shown that on the CCSF scale, 
Cluster 1Finland and Cluster 2Finland had almost the same scores, Cluster 3Finland scored 
the lowest among the three clusters. On the ITTF scale, Cluster 2Finland had the 
highest scores, Cluster 3Finland scored higher than Cluster 1Finland, which meant that 
Cluster 1Finland had the lowest scores. 
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The comparisons between the three clusters revealed that these Finnish teacher 
educators differed concerning their reported approaches to teaching. Cluster 1Fin-
land was “Teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching”. Com-
pared to Cluster 2Finland, Cluster 1Finland applied a consonant approach to teaching 
in a CCSF way. Cluster 2Finland was “Teacher educators with a dissonant approach 
to teaching”. Though these teacher educators showed a favour of the CCSF ap-
proach, dissonance was revealed because they scored highly on both the CCSF 
and ITTF approaches to teaching. This could mean that in actual teaching situa-
tions, these teacher educators aimed to help students to reconstruct their 
knowledge and stressed the students’ own learning activities. They also focused 
on themselves and what they do as teachers. Cluster 3Finland was “Teacher educa-
tors with a vague approach to teaching”. Compared to the other two clusters, they 
had very close scores on the CCSF and ITTF approaches to teaching and did not 
show a preference towards either of the two approaches. Both consonance and 
dissonance were revealed in Finnish teacher educators’ reported approaches to 
teaching. 
Table 5.2-3. Comparisons between the three clusters of Finnish teacher educators. 
 CCSF ITTF 
 t p t p 
Cluster 1Finland – Cluster 2Finland -1.00 .319 -13.00 < .001 
Cluster 1Finland – Cluster 3Finland 11.83 < .001 -8.06 < .001 
Cluster 2Finland – Cluster 3Finland 11.76 < .001 2.45 .017 
Note: Cluster 1Finland = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 2Fin-
land = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3Finland = teacher educators 
with a vague approach to teaching. 
Chinese teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching (Study 
II) 
The same data analysis procedures were applied on the Chinese teacher educators 
as with their Finnish counterparts. Exploratory factor analysis (principal axis fac-
toring with Promax rotation) and reliability analysis were applied to check the 
trustworthiness of the inventory (ATI-R; Trigwell et al., 2005) in the research 
context. The scree test revealed two factors with the cumulative variance extracted 
of 36.63%. The analysis showed that the factor structure of the inventory slightly 
varied. Four items (items 4, 15, 21 and 29) on the ITTF scale were loaded to the 
CCSF scale. One item (item 20) was loaded from the CCSF scale to the ITTF 
scale. Two items were left out because of their low communalities and the relia-
bility of the scale increased after the delete of the items. In the end, the two scales 
were the CCSF scale with 13 items and the ITTF scale with seven items (Table 
5.2-4). The cut off for loading of .32 was referenced (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  
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The three items (items 4, 21 and 29) loaded from the ITTF scale to the CCSF 
scale were about teachers’ presentation of information to students. This meant 
that, firstly, the CCSF scale was more sophisticated, and it could include elements 
from the ITTF approach (Trigwell et al., 2005). Furthermore, in the Chinese 
teacher education context, the conceptions of student-focused and teacher-focused 
approaches to teaching differed from the ones in the traditional Western contexts. 
Chinese teacher educators believed that presenting information to students was 
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In the next step, Chinese teacher educators’ mean scores on the CCSF scale (M = 
3.87; SD = .67) and ITTF scale (M = 2.52; SD = .69) were calculated. In line with 
Study I, a two-step cluster analysis was applied to group Chinese teacher educators 
to see what kinds of approaches to teaching they reported. Three clusters were 
revealed with the lowest BIC coefficient of 136.49 and the largest ratio of distance 
measures of 2.15 (Table 5.2-5 and Figure 5). 
Table 5.2-5. Means and standard deviations of the three Chinese teacher educator clusters on the 
CCSF and ITTF scales. 
Cluster 
CCSF ITTF 
M SD M SD 
Cluster 1China (n=53) 4.17 .38 2.03 .44 
Cluster 2China (n=37) 4.08 .45 3.26 .36 
Cluster 3China (n=25) 2.90 .49 2.44 .49 
 
 
Figure 5. Means of the three Chinese teacher educator clusters on the CCSF and ITTF scales. 
Differences between the three clusters concerning their approaches to teaching 
were revealed (Table 5.2-6). On the CCSF scale, Cluster 1China and 2China had al-
most the same scores, Cluster 3China scored the lowest. Meanwhile, on the ITTF 
scale, Cluster 2China scored the highest, Cluster 3China had the middle score while 
Cluster 1China scored the lowest. 
Study II revealed approaches to teaching among Chinese teacher educators that 
were similar to the ones among their colleagues in Finland. Thus, the three clusters 
of Chinese teacher educators were named in line with Study I. Cluster 1China was 
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“Teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching”. They showed 
consistency in their approaches to teaching to be CCSF with the highest score on 
the CCSF scale and the lowest score on the ITTF scale. Cluster 2China was “Teacher 
educators with a dissonant approach to teaching” because though they stressed 
the CCSF approach more over the ITTF approach, they scored highly on both 
scales meaning that the ITTF approach was also an important component in their 
teaching. Cluster 3China was “Teacher educators with a vague approach to teach-
ing” since they had similar scores on both the CCSF and ITTF scales and did not 
show any preferences. A cluster of teacher educators with a strong teacher-focused 
approach to teaching did not emerge in the analysis. 
Table 5.2-6. Comparisons between the three clusters of Chinese teacher educators. 
 CCSF ITTF 
 t p t p 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 2China 1.04 .300 -14.00 < .001 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 3China 12.50 < .001 -3.64 < .001 
Cluster 2China – Cluster 3China 9.70 < .001 7.19 < .001 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 
2China = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educa-
tors with a vague approach to teaching. 
5.3 Teacher educators’ research-teaching integration and 
their reported approaches to teaching 
The relationship between teacher educators’ reported research-
teaching closeness, teacher/researcher role, and approaches to 
teaching (Studies I and II) 
In Study I, whether Finnish teacher educators with different approaches to teach-
ing vary in their reported research-teaching closeness and teacher/researcher role 
was explored. One-way ANOVA was applied to compare the three clusters, but 
no difference was revealed concerning the closeness between their research and 
teaching (F (2, 98) = 1.23, p = .297). No difference was shown in how they con-
sidered their roles as teachers and/or researchers (F (2, 98) = 1.42, p = .246). 
Following the logic of analysis in Study I, firstly, Study II compared the three 
clusters of Chinese teacher educators through one-way ANOVA on their research-
teaching closeness (F (2, 112) = 3.10, p = .049). Bonferroni’s post hoc test (p-
value adjusted) revealed that Cluster 1China had a statistically significantly higher 
score than Cluster 3China (Table 5.3-1). The partial η2 was .05, which was seen as 
a small effect in practical significance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Compared 
with the teacher educators with a vague approach to teaching, the teacher educa-
tors applying a consonant approach to teaching perceived a closer relationship 
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between their research and teaching (Table 5.3-2). Considering this difference be-
tween Cluster 1China and Cluster 3China on the CCSF scale, it meant that the teacher 
educators with a student-focused approach to teaching emphasised a closer rela-
tionship between their research and teaching than the teacher educators with a less 
student-focused approach to teaching. The analysis did not find any relationship 
between the research-teaching closeness and the teacher-focused approach to 
teaching. 
Table 5.3-1. Bonferroni’s post hoc test on Chinese teacher educators’ reported research-teaching 
closeness. 
 Mean difference padj 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 2China .25 .653 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 3China .56 .047 
Cluster 2China – Cluster 3China .32 .608 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 
2China = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educa-
tors with a vague approach to teaching; Padj = Bonferroni adjusted p-value. 
Table 5.3-2. Means and standard deviations of the three Chinese teacher educator clusters on their 
research-teaching closeness. 
Cluster M SD 
Cluster 1China 3.61 .93 
Cluster 2China 3.36 .76 
Cluster 3China 3.04 1.15 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 
2China = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educa-
tors with a vague approach to teaching. 
 
Afterwards, comparisons were conducted between the three Chinese teacher edu-
cator clusters to see how they differed from each other concerning the extent to 
which they considered themselves teachers and/or researchers by using one-way 
ANOVA. However, no difference was found (F (2, 112) = .03, p = .966). 
The relationship between Finnish teacher educators’ research-
teaching integration and reported approaches to teaching (Study I) 
One of the main aims of Study I was to explore how the teacher educators with 
different approaches to teaching varied in the ways in which they integrated re-
search and teaching. The percentage of the main categories of Finnish teacher ed-














(n = 35) (n = 27) (n = 24) 
1. Teaching content is based on research 71.4 70.4 62.5 
2. Teaching methods and course design are based on research 14.3 3.7 8.3 
3. Applying inquiry-oriented methods in teaching 17.1 0 4.2 
4. Acting as researchers in teacher education 31.4 29.6 45.8 
5. Encouraging student teachers’ involvement in research work 14.3 22.2 25 
6. A supportive relationship between research and teaching 5.7 11.1 4.2 
Note: Cluster 1Finland = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 2Finland 
= teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3Finland = teacher educators with a 
vague approach to teaching. 
 
With the percentage showed in Table 5.3-3, it was observed that the Finnish 
teacher educators varied in the ways to integrate research with teaching when they 
applied different approaches to teaching. More than 50% of the teacher educators 
in each cluster mentioned the integration of research with teaching content. At the 
same time, the teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching 
(Cluster 1Finland) and the ones with a dissonant approach to teaching (Cluster 2Fin-
land) reported this form of research-teaching integration more often than the teacher 
educators with a vague approach to teaching (Cluster 3Finland). The situation varied 
in other forms of research-teaching integration. For example, Cluster 1Finland and 
Cluster 3Finland reported the integration of research with teaching methods more 
often than Cluster 2Finland. Meanwhile, Cluster 1Finland talked more often about ap-
plying inquiry-oriented methods in teaching than Cluster 3Finland, while no reports 
came from Cluster 2Finland. Another often mentioned aspect was acting as research-
ers in teacher education, and it was shown that Cluster 3Finland reported this more 
often than Cluster 1Finland and Cluster 2Finland. While Cluster 2Finland and Cluster 3Fin-
land mentioned more often encouraging students’ involvement in research than 
Cluster 1Finland. Further comparisons were conducted in Chi-square tests. However, 
the differences between the clusters concerning how they integrate research and 
teaching were not significant at the statistical level. 
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5.4 Teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching, 
self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout 
The relationship between Chinese teacher educators’ reported ap-
proaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and experi-
ences of burnout (Study III) 
Exploratory factor analyses and Cronbach’s alphas were calculated on the self-
efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout scales to detect the trustworthiness of the 
items. On the self-efficacy scale, one factor was extracted and the Cronbach’s al-
pha of this scale was .85. On the burnout scale, two factors were extracted, inad-
equacy in teacher-student interaction, and exhaustion and stress, and the 
Cronbach’s alphas of the two sub-scales were .72 and .69, respectively.  
The means and standard deviations of Chinese teacher educators on their re-
ported self-efficacy beliefs in teaching, and experiences of burnout and stress were 
calculated (Table 5.4-1). Two items on the exhaustion sub-scale were measured 
with a seven-point Likert scale while the single stress item was measured using a 
ten-point Likert scale, the mean and standard deviation on this single item were 
calculated separately. 
Table 5.4-1. Means and standard deviations of Chinese teacher educators on the self-efficacy beliefs 
in teaching and burnout scales. 
 Self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching 
Burnout and stress 
  Inadequacy in teacher-
student interaction 
Exhaustion Stress 




M 4.28 1.82 3.05 5.01 
SD .70 .89 1.61 2.82 
 
Correlation analysis showed statistically significant and positive relationships be-
tween the student-focused approach to teaching and self-efficacy beliefs in teach-
ing, and between the teacher-focused approach to teaching and inadequacy in 
teacher-student interaction. The analysis also revealed a statistically significant 
and negative relationship between the student-focused approach to teaching and 
exhaustion. No relationship was found between approaches to teaching and the 






Table 5.4-2. Correlations of approaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout. 










R R R R R R 
Approaches 
to teaching 
CCSF — -.08 .49** -.08 -.30** -.13 
ITTF -.08 — -.03 .33** .11 .03 
Self-efficacy  .49** -.03 — -.43** -.22* .00 
Burnout and 
stress 
Inadequacy -.08 .33** -.43** — .28** .12 
Exhaustion -.30** .11 -.22* .28** — .52** 
Stress -.13 .03 .00 .12 .52** — 
Note: ** means the correlation is significant at the 0.01 level, * means the correlation is significant 
at the 0.05 level. 
 
The multiple regression analysis showed that 41.7% of the total variance of the 
student-focused approach to teaching can be predicted by self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching, inadequacy in teacher-student interaction, exhaustion and stress (ad-
justed R2 = .417, F (4, 110) = 21.41, p < .001). In these predictor variables, two 
were statistically significant: self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and inadequacy in 
teacher-student interaction (Table 5.4-3). 






Constant  3.07 .003 
Self-efficacy beliefs in teaching .64 8.16 < .001 
Inadequacy in teacher-student interaction .25 3.20 .002 
Exhaustion -.16 -1.77 .080 
Stress -.06 -.66 .513 
 
On the teacher-focused approach to teaching scale, 12.1% of the total variance of 
the teacher-focused approach to teaching can be explained by the predictor varia-
bles (adjusted R2 = .121, F (4, 110) = 4.94, p = .001). Only one predictor variable, 
inadequacy in teacher-student interaction, had a statistically significant standard-
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Constant  2.96 .004 
Self-efficacy beliefs in teaching .11 1.17 .245 
Inadequacy in teacher-student interaction .40 4.19 < .001 
Exhaustion .06 .56 .580 
Stress -.05 -.50 .618 
Self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout in three teacher educa-
tor groups (Study III) 
Study II revealed three clusters of Chinese teacher educators according to their 
approaches to teaching. In Study III, the mean scores and standard deviations of 
their reported self-efficacy beliefs in teaching, burnout and stress were calculated 
based on these three clusters (Table 5.4-5). Z-scores were applied since different 
scales were used in the items (Figure 6). 





Burnout and stress 












M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Cluster 1China 4.44 .56 1.61 .71 2.67 1.37 4.68 2.72 
Cluster 2China 4.40 .58 2.22 1.13 3.25 1.75 5.14 2.96 
Cluster 3China 3.74 .90 1.66 .61 3.54 1.74 5.52 2.77 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 
2China = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educa-





Figure 6. Z-scores of the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching, self-efficacy 
beliefs in teaching and burnout of the three clusters. 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 2China = 
teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educators with a 
vague approach to teaching. 
In the next step, one-way ANOVA revealed statistically significant differences 
between the three clusters concerning their reported self-efficacy beliefs in teach-
ing (F (2, 112) = 10.92, p < .001) and experiences of inadequacy in teacher-student 
interaction (F (2, 112) = 6.16, p = .003). No difference was found in their experi-
ences of exhaustion and stress. Further analyses through the Dunnett T3 post hoc 
tests showed that on self-efficacy beliefs in teaching, the teacher educators with a 
student-focused approach to teaching (Cluster 1China) and the ones with a dissonant 
approach to teaching (Cluster 2China) scored statistically significantly higher than 
teacher educators with a vague approach to teaching (Cluster 3China). Cluster 1China 
had a higher score than Cluster 2China, but the difference was not statistically sig-
nificant. Concerning their experiences of inadequacy in teacher-student interac-
tion, Cluster 2China scored statistically significantly higher than Cluster 1China and 
Cluster 3China. Cluster 3China had a higher score than Cluster 1China, but it was not 
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Table 5.4-6. Post hoc tests of self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and inadequacy in teacher-student in-
teraction of the three clusters. 




Mean difference p Mean difference p 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 2China .04 .976 -.61 .016 
Cluster 1China – Cluster 3China .70 .003 -.05 .986 
Cluster 2China – Cluster 3China .66 .007 .56 .042 
Note: Cluster 1China = teacher educators with a student-focused approach to teaching, Cluster 
2China = teacher educators with a dissonant approach to teaching, Cluster 3China = teacher educa-
tors with a vague approach to teaching. 
 
Concerning approaches to teaching in the student-focused and teacher-focused di-
mensions, the analyses revealed that the self-efficacy beliefs in teaching had the 
most and positive influence on the student-focused approach to teaching. In other 
words, teacher educators who had higher scores on the student-focused approach 
to teaching also showed higher scores on their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching. 
While no relationship was found between their reported teacher-focused approach 
to teaching and self-efficacy beliefs in teaching. Teacher educators’ experiences 
of inadequacy in teacher-student interaction influenced the most and positively on 
their teacher-focused approach to teaching. This meant that teacher educators who 
scored higher on their teacher-focused approach to teaching also had experienced 
more inadequacy in interaction with their students. Furthermore, a positive rela-
tionship was also found between their inadequacy in teacher-student interaction 
and the student-focused approach to teaching, which indicated a complex situation 
concerning teacher educators’ approaches to teaching and their experiences of in-
adequacy when interacting with their students. Exhaustion was found to be nega-
tively related to teacher educators’ student-focused approach to teaching in the 
correlation analysis. However, no other results were revealed in further analysis. 
Finally, no relationship was found between teacher educators’ experiences of 
stress and their reported approaches to teaching. 
5.5 Summary of the results 
This dissertation has contextualised the research-teaching nexus and integration, 
and approaches to teaching at the teacher educator individual level in the academic 
teacher education of universities. Considering teacher educators’ crucial role in 
educating future teachers and advancing educational research, it explored teacher 
educators’ reported research-teaching closeness, their teacher/researcher role, and 
their reported approaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burn-
out, and practices of research-teaching integration. The correlations between these 
variables were investigated. 
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Three sub-studies were conducted, and the main findings were as follows: 
1. Similarities were revealed among Finnish and Chinese teacher educators 
concerning their work in teaching and research. Though varied in fre-
quency, a close research-teaching nexus was most frequently mentioned 
in both contexts. Meanwhile, the role of being teachers more than re-
searchers was reported most often in both countries. Six forms of re-
search-teaching integration were found among Finnish teacher educators. 
2. Teacher educators from Finland and China had differences, but also 
shared similarities in their reported approaches to teaching. 
a) Differences: Finnish and Chinese teacher educators reported differ-
ently in the components of the student-focused and teacher-focused 
approaches to teaching. Finnish teacher educators thought that infor-
mation presentation was included in the teacher-focused approach to 
teaching, as the assumptions made by other scholars in Western coun-
tries. While Chinese teacher educators reported that information 
presentation was one element of the student-focused approach to 
teaching, it did not belong to the teacher-focused approach. 
b) Similarities: Teacher educators from both countries had higher scores 
on the student-focused approach to teaching than the teacher-focused 
approach. Furthermore, Finnish and Chinese teacher educators re-
ported similar kinds of approaches to teaching. Three kinds of ap-
proaches to teaching, i.e., the student-focused approach to teaching, 
the dissonant approach to teaching and the vague approach to teach-
ing, were revealed among teacher educators from both countries. 
3. It is revealed in the Chinese context that the more student-focused teacher 
educators were in their approaches to teaching, the closer they experi-
enced the relationship between their research and teaching. No relation-
ship was revealed between teacher educators’ reported approaches to 
teaching and their teacher/researcher role in either of the research con-
texts. No difference was found concerning how teacher educators inte-
grated research and teaching when they applied different approaches to 
teaching. 
4. Teacher educators’ reported self-efficacy beliefs in teaching were posi-
tively related to their reported student-focused approach to teaching. 
Meanwhile, no relationship was found between self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching and teacher-focused approach to teaching. 
5. The relationship between teacher educators’ reported approaches to 
teaching and experiences of burnout was complex. Teacher educators’ ex-
periences of inadequacy in teacher-student interaction were positively re-
lated to both the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to 
teaching. Their experiences of exhaustion were negatively related to the 
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student-focused approach to teaching. Finally, no relationship was found 
between their reported approaches to teaching and experiences of stress. 
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6 Discussion 
6.1 Methodological reflections 
The analyses in three sub-studies 
A mixed-methods approach was applied in this thesis. Along with quantitative and 
qualitative research, mixed-methods research is recognised as the third major re-
search paradigm (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). It provides an im-
portant approach for researchers to undertake deep analysis of the data and use 
one method to verify and supplement findings stemming from the other method 
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2004). In the present study, the qualitative analysis pro-
vided answers to the question of how teacher educators integrate research and 
teaching. The quantitative analysis supported the exploration of teacher educators’ 
research-teaching integration by providing evidence on how teacher educators re-
ported approaching teaching, and how their reported self-efficacy beliefs in teach-
ing and burnout influenced their approaches to teaching. The qualitative data were 
further quantified to explore whether the research-teaching integration was related 
to approaches to teaching. 
A survey questionnaire was applied. The open-ended question allowed the par-
ticipants to use their own words to express their ideas and practices of research-
teaching integration. The data were analysed with the qualitative content analysis 
adopting an abductive strategy (Chamberlain, 2006; Haig, 2005; Shank, 1987; 
Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). The exclusive categories of research-teaching in-
tegration were revealed with the analysis in several phases. With the abductive 
strategy, the analysis started with the existing theory generated from previous 
studies, then continued with the data collected to find a fit between the data and 
the theory. The aim was to find verification of the existing theory or produce a 
new theory with an inductive analysis of the data (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). 
Study I started with the five forms of research-teaching integration generated from 
previous studies, after analysing the data, one more form was found. The abduc-
tive strategy strengthened the validity of the content analysis by combining both 
the data-grounded analysis and the theory-guided analysis (Haig, 2005). This the-
sis relied mainly on the quantitative approach to explore the relationship between 
the phenomena being studied. Scale items investigating teacher educators’ re-
ported approaches to teaching, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout were 
drawn from well-developed and validated instruments.  
Since the present thesis study was conducted in two countries, attention was 
given to the data collection procedures and data analysis methods in both contexts 
to keep the consistency. The questionnaire was modified to the specific research 
context. The Finnish and Chinese translations of the questionnaire were checked 
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by scholars working in the same research field as the doctoral student in respective 
Finnish and Chinese contexts. Same quantitative research methods were adopted 
in the two research contexts when the same phenomena were explored.  
The original proposal was to design a comparative study to explore the differ-
ences and similarities of teacher educators working in Finland and China. The 
comparative study would have allowed us to deepen our understanding of how the 
different settings, such as the national context, influence teacher educators’ work 
as teachers and researchers (see Esser & Vliegenthart, 2017). Importantly, the 
comparative analysis needs to be built on the common theoretical framework and 
equivalent conceptualisation, otherwise, the study would be in the danger of 
simply describing the educational practice of teachers in different countries (Esser 
& Vliegenthart, 2017; Green, 2003; Osborn, 2004; Pickvance, 2005). However, 
one educational term may not have the same meaning in different cultures (Os-
born, 2004). As one of the central and fundamental conceptions, the student-fo-
cused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching were revealed differently in 
Finland and China, which meant that the basis for comparison is missing. Though 
this thesis provided some discussion on the differences and similarities of Finnish 
and Chinese teacher educators from the comparative angle and the possible rea-
sons for it, adjustments to the study design were made. The phenomena being 
studied were explored in the according context considering the unique nature of 
the context, rather than roughly comparing them. 
The three sub-studies focused on either the Finnish or the Chinese teacher ed-
ucators. Research-teaching integration was explored in Finland in consideration 
of the fact that the research-based teacher education has been implemented in Fin-
land for over 40 years. Finnish teacher educators would provide rich descriptions 
of how they integrate research and teaching because they could have thorough 
understandings and plentiful experience of doing so (Krokfors et al., 2011). How 
self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout relate to approaches to teaching were 
analysed with the data from China. The thought is that the Chinese teacher educa-
tors are working in a changing context with different ideological impacts from 
their own tradition and the West (Hu et al., 2014; Sang et al., 2012), which might 
make them question their teaching ability and thus experiencing burnout. Ap-
proaches to teaching, as one of the core concepts, were explored in both countries. 
The results showed how this concept varies when the context is different, which 
could provide evidence for the previous discussion concerning the context-de-
pendent nature of approaches to teaching (Posser & Trigwell, 2006).  
Methodological triangulation strengthened the validity and reliability of the 
study (Turner & Turner, 2009). The investigator triangulation was applied in the 
whole study process (Archibald, 2016; Turner & Turner, 2009). For example, the 
survey questionnaire was developed by the doctoral student and the supervisors 
together, to avoid individual biases. The trustworthiness of the qualitative analysis 
was guaranteed with a systematic and rational analysis of the data by the doctoral 
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student and her supervisors (Archibald, 2016; Turner & Turner, 2009). The inter-
nal consistency of the scale items was assessed by the Cronbach’s alphas, which 
ranged from .69 to .86. Given the small sample size and the low number of items 
on self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout scales, the reliability of the Likert-
scale items was considered to be good on the student-focused approach to teaching 
and self-efficacy beliefs in teaching scales, and acceptable on other scales (George 
& Mallery, 2019; Streiner, 2003).  
The rich and detailed descriptions of the data analysis procedures and decision-
making were presented to show the trustworthiness of the analysis. Furthermore, 
the results were discussed and reviewed in the scholar community, such as re-
search seminars with the doctoral student’s supervisors and other colleagues, in-
ternational conferences and by reviewers of the sub-study articles (Creswell & 
Miller, 2000). The study explored teacher educators’ reported experiences, which 
may change over time and in different contexts, the interpretation of the research 
findings was provided in full consideration of the specific study context. Thus, 
caution is needed when thinking about the inference transferability of the study. 
Nonetheless, this dissertation has provided some insightful results as a starting 
point to further explore teacher educators’ work in research and teaching, their 
professional identities as teachers and researchers, and how the internal and exter-
nal factors influence their work. 
The use of Approaches to Teaching Inventory (revised version) in 
different research contexts 
Based on the 16-item Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI; Trigwell & 
Prosser, 2004), Trigwell and his colleagues developed the 22-item ATI-R (Trig-
well et al., 2005). The ATI (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004) was originally designed to 
explore approaches to teaching by university science teachers. The ATI (Trigwell 
& Prosser, 2004) and its revised version (Trigwell et al., 2005) are now generally 
used across a range of disciplines (Meyer & Eley, 2006; Tezci, 2017). The original 
English and the translated versions of the inventory have been widely applied in 
different countries and research contexts (Eley, 2006; Goh, Wong, & Hamzah, 
2014; Monroy, González-Geraldo, & Hernández-Pina, 2015; Päuler-Kuppinger & 
Jucks, 2018; Stes, De Maeyer, & Van Petegem, 2010; Stes & Van Petegem, 2014; 
Tezci, 2017), including Finland (Postareff et al., 2007) and China (Hu et al., 2014; 
Zhang, 2001). There has been criticism and discussion about the applicability of 
the inventory (Harshman & Stains, 2017; Meyer & Eley, 2006). Nevertheless, the 
reliability and validity of the English and translated versions of ATI (Trigwell & 
Prosser, 2004) and ATI-R (Trigwell et al., 2005) have been confirmed in previous 
studies (Goh et al., 2014; Päuler-Kuppinger & Jucks, 2018; Stes et al., 2010; 
Tezci, 2017; Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). 
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In line with previous studies (Goh et al., 2014; Harshman & Stains, 2017; Stes 
et al., 2010), this thesis study showed that the originally designed structure of the 
ATI-R (Trigwell et al., 2005) could change when being used in a different research 
context. Though two main scales were revealed in line with the scales developed 
by Trigwell et al. (2005), modification of items was needed in both scales. Some 
items were deleted and some were not on the scale that they were originally de-
signed for (see also Goh et al., 2014; Monroy et al., 2015; Stes et al., 2010). Re-
searchers indicated that these changes could be due to the working context of the 
teachers and they have different understandings of the wording of the inventory 
(Stes et al., 2010). Previous studies (Goh et al., 2014; Stes et al., 2010) have sug-
gested that further research concerning the structure of the inventory in different 
cultures is needed.  
Extra caution must be exercised when applying the inventory in different re-
search contexts (Harshman & Stains, 2017). Suggestions can be summarised 
based on the application of the ATI-R (Trigwell et al., 2005) in this thesis study. 
Firstly, the items need to be adjusted and tailored to the specific research context 
to avoid losing validity and reliability due to the mismatch between the wording 
and the research context (see Monroy et al., 2015; Prosser & Trigwell, 2006; Stes 
et al., 2010). Back-translation from the translated language to English could war-
rant the consistency of the inventory between the translated version and the orig-
inal one. Secondly, the inventory is context-dependent, and the structure of the 
inventory may differ in other research contexts (cf. Goh et al., 2014). It is sug-
gested that factor analysis could be conducted to check its factor structure in the 
particular research context (see also Stes et al., 2010; Tezci, 2017). Thirdly, the 
inventory does not aim to classify teachers as the ones with teacher-focused teach-
ing and the others with student-focused teaching. It explores teachers’ approaches 
to teaching at certain points and does not assess their general orientations in teach-
ing (Monroy et al., 2015; Prosser & Trigwell, 2006; Stes et al., 2010; Tezci, 2017). 
Thus, the respondents were asked to think of a specific subject or course while 
answering the questionnaire (Prosser & Trigwell, 2006). Furthermore, the specific 
teaching context and cultural difference need to be considered when analysing the 
data collected with the inventory (Stes et al., 2010; Tezci, 2017). 
Research ethics 
Participation in the three sub-studies was voluntary. At the beginning of the ques-
tionnaire, clear instructions, basic information and aims of the study were pre-
sented to the participants so they would have sufficient information to make deci-
sions about participation. Contact information about the doctoral student and su-
pervisors were provided. Research consent was obtained when the participants 
returned the questionnaire. The participants had the right to withdraw from the 
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study at any time during the process. The privacy and anonymity of the partici-
pants were guaranteed and all their personal information and identifiers were left 
out from the report on the research. The participants cannot be identified from the 
text of the three publications and this dissertation. The participants were treated 
with respect, and none of the three sub-studies harmed participants (Barrett, 2000; 
Burgess, 2005; Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007).  
The design of the dissertation study, data collection and analysis process, the 
report of results were carried out following a thorough and foundational analysis 
of previous studies to guarantee the reliability and credibility of the whole study 
(Barrett, 2000; Cohen et al., 2007). The ethical guidelines of the Finnish Advisory 
Board on Research Integrity were followed in Finland (2012). Correspondingly, 
the ethical guidelines of the universities studied in China were followed. The re-
turned paper questionnaires were stored in a locked cabinet; the electronic data 
were saved locally. The analysis of the quantitative data, the transcription, coding 
and analysis of the qualitative data was undertaken by the doctoral student and her 
supervisors to avoid the data being acquired by a third party. This whole study 
was conducted with integrity, accuracy and honesty. 
Limitations of the study 
One limitation is concerned with the study sample. Participation in the study was 
voluntary. This might mean that only those teacher educators concerned about 
their research-teaching nexus and approaches to teaching returned the question-
naire. This could influence the data and the sample may be biased. For example, 
the higher score on the student-focused approach to teaching in both countries 
may be because the teacher educators who answered the questionnaire were more 
interested in developing their teaching in a student-focused way. Furthermore, the 
sample size was small. Though Study I involved participants from eight universi-
ties in Finland, only 101 teacher educators participated and the response rate was 
12%. This might be because the study did not activate the participation of teacher 
educators with less interest in the research topics to participate. In Studies II and 
III, 115 teacher educators from two teachers’ universities in the north-eastern part 
of China participated in the survey. Though the two universities can be seen as the 
representatives of teacher education in the regional area, a bigger sample with a 
better representation is needed, especially considering the different economic de-
velopment and diverse culture of the different areas in China.  
Another limitation is concerned with the data collection methods. A question-
naire was used to involve as many participants as possible. However, through par-
ticipants’ self-estimation on their situations and self-report to the questions, lim-
ited information is available regarding how they conceptualised the conceptions 
and issues explored in their own context. Meanwhile, it was not clear how they 
understood the items and questions of the questionnaire in their local working 
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context. Concerning the items in the questionnaire, only three items were devel-
oped to explore teacher educators’ reported research-teaching closeness, their 
teacher/researcher role, and their practice of research-teaching integration, which 
provide a general picture of how they viewed their work of teaching and research. 
A thorough study design is needed to investigate this issue further. 
6.2 Theoretical reflections and synthesis of the findings 
This thesis contributes to the literature on research-teaching integration in teacher 
education, and teacher educators’ approaches to teaching to educate the future 
generation of teachers. The phenomena were analysed from the viewpoint of 
teacher educators at two contextual levels. Firstly, the academic university-based 
teacher education context was considered as a shared backdrop of Finland and 
China and a vital factor influencing teacher educators’ teaching and research. Sec-
ondly, the three sub-studies were designed and conducted in the respective Finnish 
and Chinese contexts. Their particular contextual factors were discussed to ex-
plain the revealed research-teaching integration and approaches to teaching. Over-
all, this thesis generated new insights for understanding the interrelationship be-
tween research and teaching in academic teacher education and to support teacher 
educators’ research and teaching work in varied contexts. 
Teacher educators’ research-teaching integration 
The discussion about research-teaching integration in teacher education is a re-
sponse to the changes in the field and the demanding challenges university-based 
teacher educators face while doing their work (Geerdink et al., 2016; MacPhail & 
O’Sullivan, 2019; MacPhail et al., 2019; Vanassche, Kidd, & Murray, 2019). 
Many studies attempting to promote teacher educators’ professional development 
and build a strengthened research-teaching nexus for them have been conducted 
(Geerdink et al., 2016; Kelchtermans et al., 2018; MacPhail et al., 2019; Tack & 
Vanderlinde, 2014; Van Der Klink et al., 2017). However, all these efforts need 
to be based on how teacher educators have considered their work and their roles 
in the academic working context. Thus, the present thesis study started the explo-
ration of teacher educators’ research-teaching integration by firstly revealing how 
they reported their research-teaching closeness and their professional roles as 
teachers and/or researchers. 
Internationally, there are contentions about teacher educators working as re-
searchers and there is trepidation that teacher educators’ research responsibilities 
might impede their teaching and thus cause them research-teaching conflict 
(Lunenberg & Willemse, 2006). The mismatch between teacher educators’ self-
awareness and the institutional expectations may cause teacher educators to expe-
rience difficulty in their work (Martin, 1997). For example, in China, universities 
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have been stressing the research participation and academic publications in their 
institutional development strategies and expect teacher educators to focus more 
on research (Dai & Goodwin, 2013; Zhu, 2010; Zhu & Han, 2006). This policy 
may discourage the teacher educators who have a stronger belief in the teaching 
role and favour teaching more over research. Researchers argue that teacher edu-
cators’ engagement in research can be encouraged by improving their research 
knowledge and skills (Murray & Vanassche, 2019). According to teacher educa-
tors’ self-reported role of being more as teachers in the present study, we argue 
that research and teaching need to be seen as intertwined activities. Teacher edu-
cators may be more willing to do research if it is aligned with their existing iden-
tities, everyday practice and concerns, such as their responsibilities as teachers in 
teacher education (Geerdink et al., 2016; Hill & Haigh, 2012; MacPhail & O’Sul-
livan, 2019; Robinson & McMillan, 2006). 
Similar findings in Finland and China were found that a close research-teach-
ing relationship was confirmed by the largest portion of teacher educators, though 
it was reported less often by Chinese teacher educators. The tight research-teach-
ing nexus Finnish teacher educators experienced could be attributed to the local 
workplace context of research-based teacher education. The research-based ap-
proach is a well-developed organising theme in Finnish teacher education to sup-
port teacher educators’ work in teaching and research and to integrate these two 
tasks (Toom et al., 2008, 2010). This demonstrated that the institutions’ policy 
and development strategies have a great effect on teacher educators’ research-
teaching nexus (see also Hattie & Marsh, 1996). However, researchers warned us 
that it is also possible that teachers consider the research-teaching nexus as self-
evident and automatic (Robertson & Blackler, 2006). This could mean that teacher 
educators may have reported a close research-teaching nexus because they natu-
rally believed in it without having a thorough reflection of their research and 
teaching work. The research question on how Finnish teacher educators integrate 
research and teaching offered us some insights on how they practised the research-
based approach in teaching, and furthermore, how they practised their close re-
search-teaching nexus.  
Teacher educators demonstrated freely how they integrated research and teach-
ing, and six ways of research-teaching integration were found. Teacher educators 
are firstly perceived as teachers. They integrated research with their teaching con-
tent and methods. The most common way was teacher educators transmitting re-
search knowledge to student teachers through teaching content. Because the study 
did not specify the kind of courses the participants could report, within this main 
approach to integrate research into teaching, teacher educators held different 
teaching aims and used different aspects of research knowledge. Overall, this way 
of research-teaching integration reflects a research-teaching nexus at the tangible 
level (Neumann, 1992). Two approaches were taken when teacher educators inte-
grated research with their teaching methods. Firstly, unique to teacher educators, 
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they can improve their own teaching methods and practice based on research re-
sults. As researchers in teacher education, they are familiar with the recent re-
search on pedagogy. Thus, they can use the recently-developed theory of teaching 
methods in practice. Secondly, some teacher educators mentioned using the in-
quiry-oriented approach in teaching, which mirrors the research-teaching nexus at 
the intangible level (Neumann, 1992). However, teacher educators need to have a 
thorough preparation to implement inquiry-oriented teaching and learning (Tow-
ers, 2010), so it was not mentioned frequently by the participants. 
Accordingly, two aspects of research-teaching integration were reported by 
teacher educators while their researcher role was more active. Teacher educators 
were researchers in teacher education. They reported conducting practitioner re-
search on their own practice to develop their teaching directly (see Berry, 2004). 
Meanwhile, their research topic covered broad themes concerning what they 
teach, and other issues in teacher education in general. Their teaching thus func-
tioned as a research site for them to collect data and research inspirations. Further-
more, student teachers’ involvement in research was encouraged in research-
based teacher education (see Niemi & Nevgi, 2014). In this case, both teacher 
educators and student teachers’ academic disposition and research competencies 
are stressed (Visser-Wijnveen et al., 2010).  
Several teacher educators mentioned a supportive relationship between re-
search and teaching. The reason they did not present specific examples to illustrate 
their research-teaching integration (as suggested in the questionnaire that they 
were encouraged to do) was not demonstrated. As mentioned earlier, some teacher 
educators may consider the research-teaching nexus as mutually enhanced and 
believe in the research-based teacher education in Finland, but they do not imple-
ment the research-based approach in teaching in explicit ways (Aspfors & Eklund, 
2017; Byman et al., 2009; Krokfors et al., 2011). Most teacher educators reported 
more than one way to integrate research and teaching (see also Pan, Cotton, & 
Murray, 2014). There is no best way to link research and teaching (Visser-
Wijnveen et al., 2010). The above-mentioned six aspects are interrelated. They 
revealed that in Finnish research-based teacher education, all the courses and com-
ponents of teaching are related to research in one way or another (Kansanen, 2014; 
Toom et al., 2008, 2010). The findings indicated that teacher educators considered 
teaching future teachers as their main task, but they believed in a close research-
teaching relationship. Practically, they applied various ways to integrate research 
and teaching. Based on these understandings, further discussions on how we can 
use research to help teacher educators to improve their teaching can be continued.  
Exploring research-teaching nexus is difficult, as theoretically research and 
teaching can be interpreted differently, which leads to different measures (Brew 
& Boud, 1995), and the analysis is based on different principles (Verburgh et al., 
2007). Researchers argue that research and teaching need to be defined more flex-
ibly and broadly to include the research-teaching nexus in a wider range of forms 
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(Brew, 2010; Healey, 2005a; Neumann, 1992). This thesis study did not restrict 
research and teaching to certain limited definitions, especially considering that 
Finnish universities provide teacher educators with a high degree of autonomy in 
their work (Hökkä et al., 2012). 
Differences and similarities between Finnish and Chinese teacher 
educators’ reported approaches to teaching 
Teacher educators in Finland and China reported differently concerning the com-
ponents of student-focused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching. Chinese 
teacher educators considered teachers presenting information to students as one 
element of the student-focused approach to teaching, while Finnish teacher edu-
cators did not reveal this pattern. Theoretically, researchers mentioned that the 
student-focused approach to teaching could be combined with features from the 
teacher-focused approach (Postareff, 2007; Trigwell et al., 2005). Meanwhile, 
how teachers approach teaching could correlate to how they understand what 
knowledge is and how knowledge can be acquired. Having foundations in the an-
cient Chinese culture, knowledge is considered to be relatively fixed and obtained 
through mastery of the content of the textbooks. Though this understanding has 
been changing, it still has a fundamental influence on teaching and learning in 
modern China (Tan, 2015). In accordance with the ‘paradox of the Chinese 
learner’ (Watkins & Biggs, 1996), student teachers acquire conceptual change and 
development of understanding of the knowledge (the deep approach to learning) 
through repetition and memorisation of learning content. Accordingly, teacher ed-
ucators would provide their students with the knowledge and information as con-
tent bases for them to memorise and consider this to be the student-focused ap-
proach to teaching. In this case, information presentation is aligned with student-
activating teaching strategies. Teacher educators’ focus is not on ‘presenting’ the 
information, but on how student teachers will process the information (Trigwell 
et al., 2005).  
Besides the differences, teacher educators in Finland were revealed with three 
approaches to teaching that were similar to those in China. Firstly, a student-fo-
cused approach to teaching was revealed in both countries. Meanwhile, the 
teacher-focused approach was not found in either country. One reason could be 
that the participation of the study in both countries was voluntary, which might 
mean that only the teacher educators who were interested in and cared about their 
teaching, and thus were more likely to adopt a student-focused approach to teach-
ing, participated in the study. Another potential reason might be the disciplinary 
differences in approaches to teaching revealed in previous studies. Teacher edu-
cation is a soft discipline, in which teacher educators are more likely to apply a 
student-focused approach to teaching (Kemp, 2013; Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 
2006). As mentioned earlier, one reason specific in the Chinese context was that 
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teachers presenting information to students was seen as an element of the student-
focused approach to teaching, rather than the teacher-focused approach. It might 
show more evidence of the teacher-focused approach to teaching in the Chinese 
context if it is included in the teacher-focused approach to teaching scale.  
It is noteworthy that two dissonant approaches to teaching were found in Fin-
land and China. In a previous study, Postareff et al. (2008) described a group of 
Finnish university teachers holding a dissonant approach to teaching. They indi-
cated that the dissonance might be because the teachers’ teaching is transitioning 
from the teacher-focused to the student-focused approach (Postareff et al., 2008). 
Similarly in China, the current educational reform is the transition phase for 
teacher educators. Thus, they combine the encouraged student-focused approach 
with the old teacher-focused approach in teaching. Some teacher educators were 
revealed applying a dissonant approach to teaching with relatively low scores on 
both the student-focused and teacher-focused scales. This vague approach to 
teaching implies that they may be confused and have an unclear perception of their 
approaches to teaching. They are the group of teachers that needs extra attention, 
and the cause for the vagueness needs further exploration. 
A study on secondary school physics teachers in the Netherlands showed that 
they hold a teaching belief consisting of teacher-focused and student-focused be-
liefs. The researchers further explained that teachers possess the ‘pedagogical sen-
sitivity’ to identify the appropriate teaching in the particular teaching situations 
that sometimes require more of the teacher-regulated instructional strategies 
(Belo, Van Driel, Van Veen, & Verloop, 2014). Seemingly, besides the possible 
explanations for the dissonant approaches to teaching provided above, teacher ed-
ucators in this study might have different understandings of the student-focused 
and teacher-focused approaches to teaching rather than the original definitions and 
consider that a combination of both is necessary when they face student teachers 
with various learning needs. The dissonance revealed in approaches to teaching 
indicated that the study of approaches to teaching needs to go beyond the student-
focused and teacher-focused definitions (cf. Belo et al., 2014). 
Approaches to teaching are context-specific issues to be explored (Posser & 
Trigwell, 2006). Given the two research contexts, this thesis contributes to the 
discussion of how we might understand the same educational notions of student-
focused, teacher-focused, and dissonant approaches to teaching in different na-
tional and cultural contexts. Researchers argue that China has ‘borrowed’ the ed-
ucational notions from the West, modified and adapted the notions with the local 
culture under the epistemological basis of its own (Tan, 2015). In the Chinese 
context, teachers as knowledge experts are responsible for presenting the 
knowledge to students and monitoring students’ acquisition of the knowledge. The 
teacher-dominated pedagogy regulates students’ deep approach to learning, thus 
is seen as student-focused, which is clearly different from the Western ideas of 
student-focused approach to teaching (Mok, 2006; Tan, 2015; Tan & Chua, 2014). 
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The exploration of approaches to teaching in China illustrates the complexity of 
approaches to teaching resulting from the interactions between educational theory, 
teachers’ epistemology, the local, national and cultural contexts. 
The relationship between teacher educators’ reported research-
teaching integration and approaches to teaching 
This thesis study has explored whether teacher educators consider their research-
teaching closeness and their roles as teachers and/or researchers differently while 
teaching in different approaches. A positive relationship between teacher educa-
tors’ student-focused approach to teaching and a close research-teaching nexus 
was found. This is in line with a previous study revealing that teachers believing 
in a student-focused approach to teaching hold a stronger belief about the role of 
research in ideal teaching (Hu et al., 2014). How teachers perceive teaching and 
learning, and the research-teaching nexus is related to their perceptions of 
knowledge creation and transmission (Brew, 1998; Griffiths, 2004; Robertson, 
2007). Researchers have described several forms of research-teaching nexus that 
correspond with the variation of approaches to teaching from the student-focused 
to teacher-focused (Brew, 2002, 2003; Healey, 2005a; Robertson, 2007). The stu-
dent-focused teacher educators are more likely to relate research and teaching in 
a student-focused and deeply integrated way, as Brew (2002, 2003) described, in 
the second model of research-teaching nexus. Teacher educators with the student-
focused approach to teaching tend to see research and teaching in a mutual-en-
richening relationship. On one hand, research enhances their teaching. For exam-
ple, research can provide teachers with opportunities to interact with students and 
stimulate students’ interest in learning. On the other hand, teaching provides 
teacher educators with thoughts and inspirations for research (Elen et al., 2007). 
However, a relationship between the teacher-focused approach to teaching and the 
research-teaching closeness was not revealed. 
The analysis did not reveal any statistically significant relationship between 
teacher educators’ reported teacher/researcher role and approaches to teaching. 
However, two factors, workload and the type of universities they work at, were 
revealed to have a relationship with how they considered their roles. For most 
teacher educators in this thesis study, their main duty was research and teaching. 
Study II showed that in the Chinese context, teacher educators’ reported roles were 
consistent with the kind of work they engaged in. The teacher educators who re-
ported themselves more as being teachers were the ones focused more on teaching. 
Meanwhile, the ones who reported themselves more as being researchers engaged 
more in research. Similar results were also found with teacher educators from Fin-
land. Furthermore, Study II revealed that compared to the teacher educators in the 
provincial key university, those from the national key university reported them-
selves more as researchers and less as teachers. The research-teaching nexus is 
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influenced by the institutional policy and management strategy (Brew, 2010; Hill 
& Haigh, 2012). The national key university is a research-intensive university and 
a model of teacher education reform in the area, which means that the university 
stresses research in its development strategy, and teacher educators in this univer-
sity would get more opportunities to do research. Therefore, they believed them-
selves more of researchers. 
In terms of the relationship between research-teaching integration and ap-
proaches to teaching, we can observe that teacher educators in different ap-
proaches to teaching groups varied in their preferred ways to integrate research 
and teaching. However, the differences were not statistically significant. The 
small sample size might be one reason. Another explanation could be the ap-
proaches to teaching revealed in the study. Two of the three approaches to teach-
ing were dissonant. This means that many teacher educators in Study I combined 
the student-focused and teacher-focused approaches in teaching, accordingly, they 
may apply multiple ways to integrate research and teaching. Overall, the relation-
ship between how teacher educators integrate research and teaching and their ap-
proaches to teaching was not found. 
Teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching, self-efficacy 
beliefs in teaching and burnout 
Teacher educators in China reported a high level of self-efficacy beliefs in teach-
ing. Furthermore, the relationship between the student-focused approach to teach-
ing and self-efficacy beliefs in teaching is considered to be reciprocal. The statis-
tics revealed that the more teacher educators approached teaching in a student-
focused way, the stronger self-efficacy beliefs they reported. Meanwhile, among 
the factors that were tested, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching had the positive and 
strongest effect on the student-focused approach to teaching. This indicates that 
in practice, on one hand, teacher educators with strong self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching have confidence in their teaching ability, thus are more willing to interact 
with students to promote the students’ personal development, i.e., approach teach-
ing in a student-focused way (Guskey, 1988; Pitkäniemi, 2002; Temiz & Topcu, 
2013). On the other hand, teacher educators with a student-focused approach to 
teaching are more likely to acquire a high level of self-efficacy beliefs in teaching 
through interaction with students and helping them to accomplish conceptual de-
velopment. This is in line with a recent study indicating that teachers’ instructional 
practice is not only affected by their self-efficacy, but can also affect their self-
efficacy (Choi, Lee, & Kim, 2019).  
A previous study revealed a moderate degree of burnout on the three dimen-
sions (emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation, and personal accomplishment) 
among industrial and technical teacher educators (Brewer & McMahan, 2003). 
Similarly, this thesis study found that the Chinese teacher educators reported a 
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moderate level of exhaustion and stress, but a low level of experienced inadequacy 
in teacher-student interaction. Concerning how teacher burnout influences teacher 
educators’ approaches to teaching, firstly, the statistical analysis showed a com-
plex situation concerning the positive relationships between teacher educators’ 
experiences of inadequacy in teacher-student interaction and both the student-fo-
cused and teacher-focused approaches to teaching. Teacher educators with the stu-
dent-focused approach to teaching are the ones interacting with students more of-
ten and thus are more likely being exposed to challenging situations and feeling 
inadequate in their ability to interact with students. Nevertheless, previous studies 
explained that teachers with the student-focused approach to teaching experience 
more positive emotions, feeling enthusiasm and enjoyment from teaching (Heiko-
nen, Pietarinen, Pyhältö, Toom, & Soini, 2016; Postareff & Lindblom-Ylänne, 
2011; Trigwell, 2012). Thus, though they experience inadequacy when interacting 
with students, they have positive attitudes about improving the situation, perhaps 
by approaching their teaching with more focus on students and interacting with 
them. However, the ineffective interaction with students may also lead to teacher 
educators moving their focus from students to themselves and their teaching, with 
less interaction with students to avoid the feeling of inadequacy. Meanwhile, the 
more teacher educators approach teaching in a teacher-focused way, the more 
likely they feel challenged when interacting with students and feel inadequate 
about their ability to interact with them.  
As an important dimension of burnout, exhaustion was negatively related to 
the student-focused approach to teaching in the correlation analysis. It is plausible 
that emotionally exhausted teacher educators are less likely to apply a sophisti-
cated student-focused approach to teaching (see Retelsdorf et al., 2010). However, 
other analyses did not further reveal how exhaustion affects teacher educators’ 
approaches to teaching. Concerning teacher stress, this thesis study revealed only 
the positive relationship between stress and exhaustion, which was shown in a 
previous study (see Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010). How the feeling of stress influ-
enced teacher educators’ approaches to teaching was not found. Previous studies 
demonstrated that burnout and stress could influence teachers’ teaching perfor-
mance (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010), and teacher edu-
cators in China are working with increasing demands and pressure on their re-
search and teaching work (Li, 2010; Xu, 2019; Yuan & Lee, 2014). It is necessary 
to consider that Chinese teacher educators’ experiences of burnout and stress 
might influence their approaches to teaching. The study design did not lend itself 
to provide explanations for the results concerning the relationship between ap-
proaches to teaching, and exhaustion and stress. Overall, the results revealed a 
complex situation regarding the interaction between teacher educators’ experi-
ences of burnout and approaches to teaching, which strongly indicated that further 
exploration is needed. 
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6.3 Educational implications 
The enhancement of teacher educators’ research-teaching nexus 
The present thesis study provided new insights on how teacher educators consid-
ered the relationship between their research and teaching and their roles as teach-
ers/researchers, and how they implemented research-teaching integration. In light 
of these findings, researchers might reflect on how to build an intertwined re-
search-teaching nexus in academic teacher education at both the institutional and 
individual levels. 
Institutional support is critical. Besides the work teacher educators prefer to 
do, they need to finish the task the university assigns to them. Research-teaching 
conflict may occur when teacher educators’ self-positioning is different from the 
university’s expectations (Colbeck, 1998). The situation may get worse if the uni-
versity cannot provide teacher educators with sufficient guidance and support to 
accomplish their research and teaching work (Lunenberg, 2010; Martinez, 2008; 
Zhu, 2010). Encouraging strategies to strengthen teacher educators’ research-
teaching nexus and integration could be involved in the institutional management 
strategies and development plans (Brew, 2010; Hill & Haigh, 2012). One of the 
reasons for teachers to see teaching and research as two separate tasks is that the 
rewards system functions separately concerning the funding of research and teach-
ing (Brew, 2003; Colbeck, 1998). Accordingly, a research-teaching nexus can be 
strengthened, for example, by setting up a new funding system to encourage 
teacher educators’ efforts to integrate research and teaching. A culture of research-
teaching integration needs to be built in the university context (Hill & Haigh, 
2012). Teacher educators need a scholarly community that does not treat them as 
the ones who teach and the ones who conduct research (Brew, 2010).  
Specific strategies and programmes can be organised to support teacher edu-
cators’ research-teaching integration. Researchers stressed the importance of pro-
fessional development programmes for teacher educators to improve their re-
search capacity (MacPhail et al., 2019; Murray & Vanassche, 2019). Based on the 
ways research-teaching integration were revealed in the study, it is argued that 
these programmes could be organised more specifically on improving teacher ed-
ucators’ skills to integrate research and teaching. Meanwhile, the proper workload 
should be arranged for individual teachers and with a flexible working timetable. 
Teacher educators could then have more control and autonomy over their teach-
ing, the design and organising of their courses. It is important to remember that 
all these measures the institutions take need to be built on what the teacher educa-
tors have as strengths, and do not undermine the work they have been doing (Mac-
Phail & O’Sullivan, 2019). 
Correspondingly, efforts to enhance the research-teaching nexus are encour-
aged at the individual level with the teacher educators. Some specific suggestions 
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based on the ways of research-teaching integration of the teacher educators re-
vealed in this thesis study can be made. Generally speaking, research should be 
integrated into teaching in a student-focused approach, as suggested in Healey’s 
(2005a) model of designing curriculum. Moreover, in addition to teaching content, 
teacher educators should be encouraged more to integrate research with their 
teaching methods. Inquiry-based teaching should be recommended. It is important 
for teacher educators to be aware that high-quality guidance and instant feedback 
are necessary for ensuring the good learning experience of student teachers in the 
process (Niemi & Nevgi, 2014). Forming a supportive learning environment is 
vital for encouraging students to participate in research (Niemi, 2016). Further-
more, besides encouraging student teachers to work on the research topics that are 
currently the teacher educators’ research focus, teacher educators need to relate 
the research to the student teachers’ future work as teachers and encourage them 
to explore the issues related to their own interests and problems encountered 
(Aspfors & Eklund, 2017). Teacher educators are interested in exploring their own 
teaching and more attention needs to be paid to how they can use the research 
results to improve teaching.  
 The initiatives to support an integrated research-teaching nexus at the institu-
tional and individual levels need to be coordinated. A constant reflection on the 
roles teacher educators play and the work they engage in would be helpful for 
them to position themselves, and find a fit between their personal development 
and the university’s management plans. As mentioned above, the university is en-
couraged to give teacher educators more control over their work, teacher educa-
tors then are required to plan their teaching and research in organised ways to 
integrate the two parts. Even in one course of one individual teacher educator, the 
ways to integrate research and teaching vary, and multiple ways are applied. The 
several ways need to be linked systematically. The aims of research-teaching in-
tegration should be made more explicit to teacher educators (Aspfors & Eklund, 
2017), especially for those who may not have a thorough consideration of their 
research-teaching nexus. A strengthened research-teaching nexus is needed to 
avoid redundant work and improve the work efficiency of teacher educators. It is 
guaranteed with support from the institutions and the implementation of research-
teaching integration of individual teacher educators. 
The development of teacher educators’ approaches to teaching 
Previous studies indicate that teachers need to be encouraged to employ more of 
the student-focused approach to teaching (Trigwell et al., 1999). This thesis study 
revealed that most teacher educators reported their approaches to teaching as be-
ing dissonant. They may combine the student-focused and teacher-focused ap-
proaches to teaching on purpose according to different teaching situations and stu-
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dents. The attention should be paid to the ones who might have unclear percep-
tions of their teaching and thus revealing a vague approach to teaching. Pedagog-
ical training is revealed to influence teachers’ approaches to teaching (Gibbs & 
Coffey, 2004; Hanbury et al., 2008; Postareff et al., 2007, 2008; Stes et al., 2007). 
The effect can be enhanced if the training is tailored to the individual teacher ed-
ucators (Stes & Van Petegem, 2014), considering not only their specific teaching 
environments but also a wider context, such as the cultural and national traditions. 
For example, teachers intending to present information to students is not neces-
sarily a bad thing. The important task in the training is to improve teacher educa-
tors’ skills to activate student teachers in learning to process the information. 
The study found that in Finland, few teacher educators have participated in 
university pedagogical training programmes. It is probably because they consid-
ered themselves to be teachers majoring in teaching and teacher education, and 
thus with sufficient knowledge and skills to teach. However, on one hand, ap-
proaches to teaching are influenced by teacher educators’ perceptions, on the other 
hand, they are affected by the external environments (Chen, 2015; Prosser et al., 
2003). Teacher educators need to be encouraged to participate in pedagogical 
training to join in the continuous professional development concerning their 
teaching. More importantly, it could provide teacher educators with a culture and 
learning community to reflect on their perceptions and practice of approaches to 
teaching. Approaches to teaching should not be fixed; teacher educators need to 
be sensitive to the external requirements for the change and improvement in their 
approaches to teaching and be prepared to do so. 
The enhancement of teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs in 
teaching and reduction of burnout 
This thesis provided some insights that, firstly, teacher educators can enhance 
their student-focused approach to teaching through improving their self-efficacy 
beliefs in teaching. Furthermore, by using the student-focused approach to teach-
ing which relates to the students’ conceptual change and development of under-
standing, teacher educators may feel effective in teaching. Thus, the use of a stu-
dent-focused approach to teaching could in turn enhance teacher educators’ self-
efficacy beliefs in teaching (see also Choi et al., 2019). From this standpoint, the 
student-focused approach to teaching should be encouraged more among teacher 
educators.  
Previous studies indicated that pedagogical training improves teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs (Lumpe et al., 2014; Posnanski, 2002; Postareff et al., 2007). The 
training programmes could focus on improving teacher educators’ skills to inter-
act with students. For example, how to detect student teachers’ learning needs and 
problems, how to react to students’ challenging behaviours, and how to connect 
the teaching more to their needs as future teachers. The core idea is to improve 
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teacher educators’ pedagogy towards a student-focused approach. Communica-
tion and interaction between teacher educators and student teachers are necessary 
and unavoidable. It helps teacher educators to know their students’ learning needs 
and thus to adjust approaches to teaching to the students’ approaches to learning 
promptly (Zhu, 2017). The influence mechanism between inadequacy in teacher-
student interaction and teacher educators’ approaches to teaching is unclear. Thus, 
caution is needed when encouraging teacher educators to interact with students.  
Though this thesis study did not show how teacher exhaustion and stress influ-
ence teacher educators’ approaches to teaching, precaution is necessary to avoid 
teacher educators’ feeling of exhaustion and stress before it actually happens 
(Lackritz, 2004), especially new initiatives to shift teacher educators’ routine prac-
tices as teachers are initiated. Teacher educators may need to put extra time and 
effort to adapt to the new requirements and thus feel exhausted. The increasing 
workload is one of the stressors leading to teachers’ emotional exhaustion (Rajen-
dran, Watt, & Richardson, 2020). Thus, having the proper workload is warranted 
to help prevent teacher burnout. Finally, the factors leading to teacher burnout 
may be different according to individuals and the specific contexts, which means 
that the strategies the universities adopt to support teacher educators need to target 
the individuals and their particular situations (Scott, 2019). 
6.4 Implications for future research 
The three sub-studies provided some valuable findings, based on which changes 
and improvements could be made in future studies to explore the phenomena from 
other angles. Methodologically, this thesis took a mainly quantitative approach. 
The items were adapted to the specific research context, and the questionnaire was 
revealed as having good validity and reliability in the two research contexts. How-
ever, the questionnaire itself does not include a dimension to explore approaches 
to teaching and other related conceptions in varied cultural contexts. Items to ex-
plore participants’ cultural backgrounds could be added to consider the variation 
of teaching and learning in different cultural and educational contexts. Mean-
while, the data were collected through teacher educators’ self-report, thus, the 
study explored the reported practices of teacher educators rather than their actual 
behaviour. Future studies could consider qualitative research methodology. For 
instance, in addition to the questionnaire, researchers could add interviews and 
classroom observations to acquire more thorough and comprehensive data. Fur-
thermore, although there were some comparative discussions on Finnish and Chi-
nese teacher educators’ reported approaches to teaching, the present study was not 
a comparative study. Comparative studies are suggested when the research aim is 
to know how teaching is related to contextual factors and varies in different teach-
ing situations. Finally but importantly, concerning the small sample size, in future 
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research, researchers should consider the strategies to encourage participants’ ac-
tive participation in the study. For example, instant feedback on the research re-
sults could be given to the participants as soon as possible to promote their inter-
ests in the study topics. 
The results revealed in this thesis provided some new dimensions that could 
be looked into further in future research. Firstly, the study revealed the ways 
teacher educators could integrate research into the teaching of one course. Further 
studies could focus on teacher educators’ integration of research with the teaching 
of different courses (in different teaching situations). The changes in teacher edu-
cators’ research-teaching integration over time in their different career phrases are 
also worth exploring. The future focus could be on explaining why they choose 
certain ways to integrate research and teaching. Secondly, previous findings indi-
cated that the teacher-focused approach to teaching is less related to contextual 
factors (Prosser & Trigwell, 1997). Furthermore, Study III revealed that teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout could only explain little of the vari-
ance of the teacher-focused approach. Thus, other factors that might influence 
teacher educators’ approaches to teaching should be explored; especially the fac-
tors affecting teacher educators’ adoption of the teacher-focused approach to 
teaching. Thirdly, two dimensions constructed the burnout scale in this study. The 
complicated relationships were revealed between teacher educators’ experiences 
of inadequacy in interaction with students and both their student-focused and 
teacher-focused approaches to teaching (both were positive relationships). Mean-
while, as an important dimension of burnout, exhaustion was revealed to have no 
influence on either the student-focused or the teacher-focused approach to teach-
ing. Hence, further investigations on how teacher educators’ burnout could influ-
ence their approaches to teaching are heartily recommended. Furthermore, previ-
ous studies indicated that pedagogical training positively influences teachers’ ap-
proaches to teaching to be more student-focused (Postareff et al., 2007). Future 
studies could focus on how pedagogical training affects teacher educators’ adop-
tion of the student-focused approach to teaching, while reducing their experiences 
of inadequacy when interacting with students. Finally, as an interactive practice, 
teacher educators’ teaching can never leave the other part of the subject, i.e., the 
student teachers. One thing that should be considered is that teacher educators are 
teaching student teachers about how to teach and how to be teachers in the future. 
Thus, besides exploring the issues from the above-mentioned teacher educators’ 
point of view, future research could also look into the student teachers’ percep-
tions and experiences when their teachers approach research and teaching work in 
different ways.
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Appendix A 
Teacher Educators’ Approaches to Teaching in Teacher Education 
Part 1: Conceptions of teaching in teacher education 
This part of the questionnaire is designed to explore the way that academics go about 
teaching in a specific context, subject or course. This may mean that your responses to 
these items in one context may be different to the responses you might make on your 
teaching in other contexts or subjects. For this reason we ask you to think of your most 
typical teaching situation and context while answering the questions. 
 
Please name the subject/course of your response: 
 
Please describe shortly the teaching situation/context (E.g. number and study level of the 







For each item please circle one of the numbers (1-5).  The numbers stand for the follow-
ing responses:   
1 - This item was only rarely or never true for me in this subject. 
2 - This item was sometimes true for me in this subject. 
3 - This item was true for me about half the time in this subject. 
4 - This item was frequently true for me in this subject. 
5 - This item was almost always or always true for me in this subject. 
Please answer each item. Do not spend a long time on each: your first reaction is 
probably the best one. 





1. In this course students should focus their study on 
what I provide them.  
1 2 3 4 5 
2. It is important that the course is completely de-
scribed in terms of specific objectives that relate to 
the assessment of the course. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. In this course I try to develop a conversation with 
my students about the topics we are studying. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. It is important to present a lot of facts to students so 
that they know what they have to learn for this sub-
ject. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Dealing with problem situations considering my stu-
dents often upsets me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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6. I set aside some teaching time so that the students 
can discuss, among themselves, key concepts and 
ideas in this subject. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. In this course I concentrate on covering the infor-
mation that might be available from key texts and 
readings. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I encourage students to restructure their existing 
knowledge in terms of the new way of thinking 
about the subject that they will develop. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. I am confident that my knowledge of this subject 
matter is not a barrier to teaching it well.   
1 2 3 4 5 
10. In teaching sessions for this subject, I deliberately 
provoke debate and discussion. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I structure my teaching in this subject to help stu-
dents to pass the assessment of the course. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. The challenging students make me question my abil-
ities as a teacher. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I think it is important to give students a good set of 
notes in this course. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. In this course, I provide the students with the infor-
mation they will need to pass the formal assess-
ments. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I should know the answers to any questions that stu-
dents may put to me during this course. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. I am certain that I have the necessary skills to teach 
this course.                                                    
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I make available opportunities for students in this 
course to discuss their changing understanding of 
the subject. 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. It is better for students in this course to generate 
their own notes rather than copy mine. 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I often feel I have failed in my work with students. 1 2 3 4 5 
20. A lot of teaching time in this course should be used 
to question students’ ideas. 
1 2 3 4 5 
21. In this course my teaching focuses on the good pre-
senting information to students. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. I am confident that students will learn from me in 
this course.                                                       
1 2 3 4 5 
23. I see teaching as helping students develop new ways 
of thinking in this subject. 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. In teaching this subject it is important for me to 
monitor students’ understanding of the subject mat-
ter. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. My teaching in this course focuses on delivering 
what I know to the students. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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26. I am confident that my knowledge of teaching is not 
a barrier to teaching well.                          
1 2 3 4 5 
27. Teaching in this course should help students ques-
tion their own understanding of the subject matter. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. Teaching in this course should support students to 
find their own learning resources. 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. I present material to enable students to build up an 
information base in this subject. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Part 2: Teacher educators’ burnout in teacher education 
This part of the questionnaire is to explore teacher educators’ exhaustion and stress. For 
each item please circle one of the numbers (1-7) in which 1 represents Completely disa-
gree to 7 represents Completely agree. (Please note that for the single stress item the 
scale is from 1 to 10. 1 represents Completely disagree and 10 represents Completely 
agree.) 
30. I feel burnt out.                                                       1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
31. With this work pace I don’t think I will make it to the retiring age.  
                                                                                     1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
32. Stress means a situation in which a person feels tense, restless, nervous or anxious or 
is unable to sleep at night because his/her mind is troubled all the time. Do you feel this 
kind of work-related stress? 
1            2            3            4            5            6            7            8            9            10 
 
Part 3: The relationship between teaching and research 
This part of the questionnaire is to explore the relationship between teaching and re-
search of teacher educators, please answer the questions below. 
33. How much do you think your research is related to your teaching? 
      1) There is no link between them. 
      2) They are loosely related. 
      3) They are partly related. 
      4) They are highly related. 
      5) They are totally related. 
      6) Other 
Yanling Cao 
116 
34. To what extent do you consider yourself as a teacher and a researcher? Please choose 
the number that represents the percentages. 
Teacher 
       0%         10%        20%         30%         40%         50%         60%        70%          80%         90%       100% 
     100%        90%        80%        70%         60%         50%         40%        30%          20%         10%         0% 
                                                                                                                                            Researcher 
       1           2            3            4             5            6             7             8            9           10           11 
35. Please describe how you combine your research with your teaching; you can give 







Part 4: Background Information 
I. Age: ________ years 
II. Gender: 1. Male          2. Female 
III. Where do you work?  
1. The Department of Teacher Education     2. Teacher Training School 
IV. If you work in the Department of Teacher Education, which programme/pro-
grammes are you in? (You can select more than one option.) 
1. Class teacher education 
2. Home economics teacher education 
3. Kindergarten teacher education 
4. Special needs education 
5. Textiles teacher education 
6. Subject teacher education 
V. Job Title: 1. Lecturer   2. Adjunct Professor   3. Professor   4. Other _______  
VI. Highest Degree: 1. Bachelor   2. Master   3. Doctor    4. Other ____________ 
VII. Which tasks do your everyday work consist of? Describe an estimation in per-
centages.  (Please note that the total amount should be 100%). 
1. Teaching ___%    
2. Research___%    
3. Administration ___%    
4. Others ___% 
VIII. Years of teaching experience as a teacher educator: ________ years 
IX. Do you have any other teaching experience other than being a teacher educator?  
If yes, please answer the questions below. If not, please answer the next question 
(X). 
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1. Where did you work before? (You can select more than one option) 
1) Kindergarten                            
2) Primary school (1-6 grades)     
3) Junior high school (7-9 grades)  
4) Senior high school (10-12 grades)      
5) University (not as a teacher educator)     
6) Others  
2. How long did it last?  __________year(s) 
X. Please answer the question about the pedagogical training that you participated 
in (If you participate in the pedagogical training more than once, please answer 
it according to the latest one). 
1. Do you have a formal teacher qualification?  1) Yes     2) No 
2. Have you participated in courses on university pedagogy? 1) Yes     2) No 
3. If yes, how many credits have you completed?                     credits 
 
We would probably be willing to interview you based on this questionnaire in 
the future. If you would be able to participate in the interview, please write down 
your contact information. 
Name: _________________________________________________________________ 
E-mail Address: _________________________________________________________ 
Phone Number: _________________________________________________________ 
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